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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
In an increasingly complex world where the "old" is
discarded because it is old and the "new" is debated because
it is difficult to agree on its relevance, it is important
for every preacher/teacher of the Christian faith to have a
grasp of the biblical basis for his faith and practice. But
such a grasp of the biblical message involves the application
of sound hermeneutical principles to the Bible. To the
extent one's hermeneutical principles are sound one can
expect to obtain a grasp of the biblical message. Conversely,
if one's hermeneutical principles are at fault one's under
standing of the biblical message will be lacking.
It is the conviction of the writer of this thesis
that a proper understanding of the Bible depends upon the
application of sound hermeneutical principles. Hence he set
out to study the hermeneutics of several commentators on the
Gospel according to St. Mark.
Statement of the Problem
This thesis seeks to examine the commentaries of
A.E.J. Rawlins on, Vincent Taylor, and D.E. Nineham on the
Gospel according to St. Mark to discover their respective
hermeneutics. For this, seven sections from the second
Gospel will be selected and each commentator's exegesis of
2each of these sections will be analyzed. It is hoped that
such an analysis will lead to a discovery of the hermeneutics
of each of the three commentators. Also it is hoped that
such an analysis will provide a basis for a comparative
summary of the hermeneutics of these commentators. Further
it is hoped that such a comparative study will aid the writer
of this thesis to appraise his own hermeneutical principles.
The term "hermeneutics" is used throughout this
thesis in its broadest sense to denote both the principles
and techniques of interpretation. The expressions 'canons
of exegesis', 'principles of interpretation', and 'herme
neutical principles' are all used in this thesis more or less
synonymously.
The Justification of This Study
The Gospel of Mark has received considerable scholar
ly attention ever since it was accepted as the first written
Gospel. Thus the importance of this Gospel for the histori
cal background of the Christian faith cannot be minimised.
Therefore a careful study of the second Gospel is always
necessary for a proper understanding of the Christian faith.
This writer has been a student of the second Gospel
for over two decades. He has had the privilege and oppor
tunity to study the Gospel according to St. Mark inductively
twice in a classroom situation and to teach it t\\'ice at
B. Th. level. During his graduate study days he was exposed
to divergent views of commentators on the Gospel according
to St. Mark, which gave rise to a question as to v/hy commen-
3tators presented divergent views on the same Gospel materials.
This question motivated him to undertake a study of a selected
number of commentaries on the Gospel according to St. Mark.
This thesis is the result of this study.
It may be queried as to why these three commentators
and not others were chosen for this study. The selection of
the commentators is solely the choice of this writer. Hov/-
ever, the selected commentaries have their own importance.
For Rawlinson's commentary is written for the English speaking
readers of the Bible; Taylor's commentary is written, it seems,
primarily for the world of "specialists" in the Bible; and
Nineham's commentary is written for the general English readers
of the Bible in a popular way. Besides, all the commentators
write their respective commentaries on the second Gospel from
the standpoint of form criticism. So a comparative study of
these commentaries would help to determine whether their form
critical approaches are similar or different.
Limitation of This Study
The scope of this Master of Theology thesis seemed
to rule out a thorough analysis of each of the three commen
taries on the v/hole Gospel according to St. Mark. So it was
decided to limit the analysis to a selected number of
passages from the second Gospel. However, the introduction
of each of the three commentators is taken into consideration
in v/riting this thesis.
Seven passages from the second Gospel are selected
4for analysis and they are as follows:
1) The Parable of the Sower and Its Interpretation
-- Mark 4:1-20,
2) The Healing of the Man with an Unclean Spirit � Mark
5:1-20,
3) The Feeding of the Five Thousand � Mark 6:33-44,
4) The Confession of Peter and Its Sequence � Mark 8:2? -
9:1.
5) The Transfiguration of Jesus � Mark 9:2-8,
6) The Markan Apocalypse � Mark 13, and
7) The Resurrection of Jesus � Mark 16.
One primary concern that led to the selection of
these passages is the type of material each represents.
There are parabolic (teaching) materials (ch,4) , miracle
accounts (chs. 5 and 6), stories concerning Jesus (chs. 8, 9,
and l6), and apocalyptic materials (ch.l3). The healing of
the man with an unclean spirit (5:1-20) raises the question
of "demonology . " Likewise, the choice of Mark 8:27 - 9:1 has
also implications for the theory of messianic secret in Mark
and so it was considered useful to study the commentators'
treatment of this passage. The accounts of the Transfigur-
tion and the Resurrection of Jesus, in addition to being
stories concerning Jesus, refer to the presence and work of
the supernatural (God) on this planet earth.
It is hoped that these seven passages from the second
Gospel and their exegeses by each of the three commentators
will represent a cross-section of the second Gospel as well
as their respective hermeneutics, v/hich in turn would provide
5a fair basis for a determination of the hermeneutics of
Rawlinson, Taylor, and Nineham.
Sources and Method of Procedure
The primary sources of this study were the commen
taries published by each of the three commentators on the
second Gospel. They are as follows:
A. E. J. Rawlinson's The Gospel According to St. Mark,
Vincent Taylor's The Gospel According to St. Mark ,
and D. E. Nineham's Saint Mark .
In addition, some published works of each of these
commentators which had relevance to the subject of this thesis
were consulted. The use of other published works, including
those of the three commentators, was kept to a minimum though
several works on hermeneutics were read.
Chapters 2, 3 ^.nd 4 set forth an analysis of the
hermeneutics of Rawlinson, Taylor, and Nineham respectively.
Chapter 5 seeks to compare the hermeneutics of these commen
tators on the basis of the preceding analyses. Chapter 6
concludes this thesis.
Chapter 2
THE HERMNEUTICS OF A. E. J. RAV/LINSON
Introduction
Walter Lock, the General Editor of Westminster
Commentaries, to which A. E. J. Rav/linson's The Gospel Accord
ing to St. Mark belongs, says of the latter:
It attempts to get behind the Gospel as written to
the Gospel as first preached, to trace its sources, and
to explain the reasons which led the first preachers to .
select these particular actions and sayings of the Lord.
In his preface Rawlinson says that he takes the
English text in the Revised Version as the basis of the
commentary. But, he adds, he has occasionally included tex
tual and philological notes, and that in view of modern dis
cussion of Christian origins with regard to St. Mark, he has
deliberately attempted
a somewhat fuller discussion of the critical and
historical problems of the Gospel than was strictly
necessitated by the general plan of the series as defined
in the General Editor's Prefactory Note. 2
He says that he found it necessary to express definite judg
ments on matters which were then (c.l925) hotly debated in
the course of his commentary.
Rawlinson begins his introduction with the assertion
that
A. E. J. Rav/linson, The Gospel According to St. Mark
(London: Methuen, 1925) � P� vi.
2
Ibid . , p. vii .
7the literature of the New Testament, considered
broadly, is the literature of a missionary movement...
Behind the literature stands the Preaching, since
Christianity was proclaimed as a message of Good News
from God before any Christian literature existed whatso
ever. And Christianity meant faith in Jesus as Messiah
and Son of God. 3
Then he briefly sets forth the cardinal points of the Gospel
message and asserts that the Nev/ Testament presupposes this
Gospel message. He v/rites, "The substance of the narratives
and sayings which afterwards went to form the contents of the
�Gospels' circulated originally in the Church in the form of
oral tradition." His view is that early Christians did not
consider it necessary to commit the deeds and sayings of Jesus
into writing because they placed more weight on the testimony
of the living apostles and because they expected Jesus to
return soon. But early Christians, he says, did not lose
interest in the historical story of Jesus upon earth. He
asserts that the great and distinguishing characteristic of
Christianity was that "its Gospel was rooted in history, and
that the facts about Jesus were attested by contemporary
witness .
Rawlinson takes into serious consideration the con
clusions of historical criticism, including those of form
criticism as they are found in the works of B. H. Streeter,
J. Weiss, K. L. Schmidt, M. Dibelius, and R. Bultmann with
respect to the preliterary stage in the history of the Gospel
Ibid., p. xi. Ibid., p. xii.
Ibid., p. xiii.
8tradition. He writes,
What appears to emerge as the most probable conclu
sion is that - apart from the story of the Passion and
Resurrection, which constituted the fundamental basis of
the Apostolic proclamation of the Gospel - the material
now included in the four canonical Gospels circulated,
not as a continuous story, but in the forms of anecdotes,
short sayings and apophthegms, illustrative stories
setting forth the attitude of Jesus towards particular
types of people or towards particular problems, typical
scenes from the life of the Saviour , ^typical or specially
remarkable stories of His miracles.
He believes that the needs and circumstances of the early
Church determined the selection of traditions that have come
down to us ,
Rawlinson regards St, Mark's Gospel as the earliest
written Gospel. It was written at Rome betv^een the years
65-67 A,D, in all probability by John Mark of Jerusalem,
The commentator asserts that
the Gospel, in short, is at once a record of the
story of Jesus, an account of the Good News about Jesus
Christ the Son of God historically began, and a message
addressed to the contemporary Church. 7
These two aspects of the Gospel - the historical story of
Jesus and the message addressed to the contempoary Church -
therefore provide the basis of his hermeneutics. His herme
neutics has to do with (a) the uncovering of the primitive
meaning of a given passage in Mark; and (b) the simultaneous
discovery of its bearing for the contemporary Church in Rome.
In other words Rawlinson begins by asking himself a tv/ofold
question when he faces each saying or anecdote contained in
Mark :
Ibid . , p. xiv.
Ibid,, p. xviii. Underlined words are in italics.
9(1) How is this saying or anecdote intelligible,
considered in relation to its historical origin, i.e., in
the setting and context of the life of the Saviour in
Palestine? and, (2) What meaning would it have in its
context as incorporated in a Gospel addressed to the
Christians of Rome under Nero?�
He also asks himself a third question which deals with the
application of the meaning of a given passage thus interpreted
to his (commentator's) own contemporary situation and beyond:
What is the meaning of this anecdote or saying,
considered as part of Holy Scripture, an utterance of the
Spiritgaddressed to ourselves, and to the Church of all
time? ^
But he is convinced that one has to find his own answer to
this question "in meditation and through the use of the Gospel
in the Church, "^^ although Rawlinson points the reader to his
brief discussion of what he calls the "Religious Value of the
Gospel" in pp. liv-lvii.
But these hermeneutical principles of Rawlinson are
preceded by another principle that has to do with a critical
appraisal of the literary structure of Mark as it stands now
with a view to arriving at the background underlying each
passage. As alluded to above, he seeks to determine what the
form critics call the literary forms of each passage in Mark.
A reviewer, A. E. Brooks, thinks that one of the most prominent
characteristics of Rawlinson's commentary is his
attempts to interpret the present form of each
narrative and record in the Gospel in the light of the
history of the time in which it was written, which he
believes to be towards the close of the Neronian persecu
tion.H
"Ibid. ^Ibid. Ibid.
^^A. E. Brooks, "The Gospel According To St. Mark,"
Journal of Theological Studies, XXVII (1926), 301f.
10
Rawlinson is convinced that the Gospel according to
St. Mark does not supply an outline, in chronological order,
of the course of events in the life and ministry of Jesus.
He regards the framework and arrangement of the materials as
Mark's ov/n but "the materials themselves (as) being derived
12
from tradition."
The commentator believes that the Gospel according to
St. Mark was written to meet various needs in the church in
Rome. He writes:
Its purpose was partly to edify converts, and to
satisfy a natural curiosity as to how Christianity began,
and partly to supply Christian preachers with materials
for missionary preaching and partly also to furnish a kind
of armoury of apologetic arguments for use in controversy
with opponents, whether Jewish or heathen. ^3
He declares that the Evangelist's motives were primarily
neither biographical nor historical but religious. But he
asserts that
no form of Christianity which denies the affirmation
made in A.D. 325 at Nicaea, viz., that the historical
person Jesus of Nazareth is in His essential being eter
nally one with the Eternal Father, has any future before
it.l^
Rawlinson holds that Mark depended upon a Roman
Source for the teaching of Jesus (which he designates as Q ) ,
'Pe trine' reminiscence, and the General Apostolic Tradition
to compile his Gospel.
He accepts 'the supernatural element' in the Gospel,
including the miracles of Jesus and the question of demonology,
as in keeping with the character of the incarnated Saviour.
Rawlinson, op.cit., p. xxi. -^Ibid., p. xxii.
14 .^ Ibid.
11
However, he has certain reservations on the question of
demonology which will be taken up later in this chapter.
As indicated in the introduction to this thesis seven
passages from Mark's Gospel will be analyzed to discover the
commentator's hermeneutics. To these we now turn.
1 ) The Parable of the Sower and Its
Interpretation - Mark 4; 1-20
Rawlinson divides this segment as follows:
(a) vs. l-2a, Jesus teaches in parables ( = Matt. 13:
l-3a & Luke 8:4) ;
(b) vs. 2b-9, The Parable of the S ower ( = Matt. 13?
3b-9 & Luke 8:5-8) ;
(c) vs. 10-12, The Christian 'Mystery' ( = Matt. 13:
10-13 & Luke 8:9-10) ;
(d) vs. 13-20, A commentary on the Arable of the
Sower ( = Matt. 13:18-23 & Luke 8:11-15).
He draws the reader's attention to the fact that in vs. l-2a
St. Mark "resumes the description of a typical scene by the
lake (cf. 3:7-12) in order to provide a setting for a typical
group of parables.""*"^ Then he goes on to add that "the crowd
is by this time so great that the boat which was made ready in
3:9 is now in use, and our Lord addresses the people from it
as from a sort of floating pulpit. "-^^ This shows the commen
tator's awareness of structure. In what follows Rawlinson
thinks that St. Mark has made up certain literary devices to
present a group of parables which he may have drawn from an
^Ibid., p. 46. ^^Ibid.
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already existing collection of our Lord's parables. He says
it is not likely, as a matter of history, that Jesus would
have spoken these parables at one time or place. But Mark
brings them together here to present them as a typical group
of parables. In support of this Rawlinson points to the
devices which St. Mark uses in the passage: the connecting
links 'and he said unto them' (v. 21) or 'and he said' (vs.
26, 30); "the generalized statement at the end 'and with many
such parables spake he the word unto them as they were able to
hear it' (v.33) ; the assertion in v. 10 that Jesus withdraws
into semi-privacy in order to explain the meaning of the
Parable of the Sov/er to a select group whereas the parables
which follow are apparently spoken to the multitude; and 'when
even was come' (v. 35) Jesus is still 'in the boat' (v. 36) as
17
at the beginning of the day. ' Because of these factors it
is not possible, says Rav/linson, to trace the precise context
or setting in v/hich Jesus spoke the parables recorded in Mark
chapter 4.
The commentator then enters into a discussion of the
meaning and purpose of parables. According to him, a parable
is "a short illustrative story intended to enforce a specific
point. "^^ He is of the view that the theory of parables ex
pressed in Mark 4 : 10-12 and 33-34 cannot have been spoken by
Jesus because (1) it is difficult to think that our Lord would
speak parables in order to conceal his true meaning from
"^Ibid., p. 47. -"-^Ibid.
"those outside" (v. 11), and (2) the purpose of speaking in
parables is to explain and not to conceal truth. He is
convinced that the allegorical interpretation given to the
Ikrable of the Sower in vs. 13-20 also cannot be attributed to
our Lord. He believes that these passages probably reflect
early Christian exegesis. Because the early Christian Church
saw that a great majority of the Jews rejected the Gospel, it
sought to find a rationale for this. The parables of Jesus,
originally given to explain and to illustrate, are now turned
into allegories which need a clue. The early Church explains
the Jews' rejection of the Gospel as "a judicial hardening of
hearts which was itself part and parcel of the divine purpose."
In interpreting the Parable of the Sower (v.2b-9) ,
Rawlinson thinks that the reference to 'hearken' (v. 3b) and to
'who hath ears to hear, let him hear' (v. 9) shows that Jesus
is here teaching the responsibility of the hearers: "...per
haps, in its original application as uttered by our Lord,
20
about the responsibility of listening." Also as originally
given the parable may be a reflection of the experience of
Jesus himself as a teacher and prophet. But 'the sov/er' need
not be allegorically taken as referring to Jesus; he is simply
the man whose business it is to sow seed, and the parable des-
21
cribes what happens to the seed he sows. In accordance v/ith
Julicher's thesis that a parable is meant to drive home only
one main point, Rawlinson thinks that the main point of the
�^^Ibid., p. 48. ^�Ibid., p. 50. ^^Ibid., p. 49-
Parable of the Sov/er is the assurance of enough success "to
22
make the work abundantly worthwhile." This meaning is
applied to the Church of Mark's day when he writes: "In this
sense the parable was adapted to encourage the missionaries of
Christianity in apostolic days in the face of apparent failure."
Rawlinson's title for the section 4:10-12 as the
"Christian Mystery" itself suggests the way he understands
this passage. As he understands these verses, they are Mark's
"patchwork" and Mark intends them to be a "prophetic fore
shadowing of the eventual breach between Christianity and
24
Judaism. "
In connection with the interpretation given for the
parable of the sower in 4:13-20, the commentator points out
that in this interpretation the centre of interest is no
longer the sower as in the parable but in the different kinds
of soil. The seed here becomes 'the word' and in verses 15.
l6, 18, and 20 the different seeds allegorically mean different
sorts of men; but in the parable, "the differences in the
results of the sowing are not due to anything in the seeds,
26
but to differences of soil." Because of these points, he
finds it difficult to accept the interpretation of the parable
of the sower as coming from Jesus himself: "It is difficult
not to think that what is here presented to us is rather the
way in which the parable was currently applied v/hen Mark was
2 6
written than any authentic word of Jesus." Accordingly,
^^Ibid., p. 50. ^^Ibid. ^^Ibid., p. 51.
^^Ibid., p. 52. ^^Ibid.
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he interprets the interpretation as aimed at giving encourge-
ment to preachers of Mark's day that though disappointments
were inevitable in their work, they should take heart because
there were those who respond to the proclaimed v/ord and bear
fruit.
It will be observed that the three hermeneutical
principles mentioned above^"^ are at work in what has been thus
far said. For Rawlinson seeks to dissect the literary forms
of the passage; he attempts to uncover the primitive meaning
of the passage; and he indicates its contemporary relevance
for the Church in Rome. It is to be noted that the commenta
tor's evaluation of the passage as it stands in Mark now also
enters into his exegesis. For, as seen already, he does not
regard 4:10-12 and 13-20 as coming from Jesus but from the
situation of the Church in Rome. Other hermeneutical prin
ciples are also in operation in his treatment of this passage.
His reference to Loisy's remark on 'hearken' (v.3) , his use
of a quotation from Menzies on the meaning of the parable,
his remarks on V,'ellhausen' s views on vs. 11-12 as an interpola
tion and on others reveal Rawlinson's awareness of the
importance of the history of interpretation upon his own
exegesis. His references to Isa. 6:9ff., Rom. 9:18-29, 10:
16-21, 11:8-10 and Acts 28:25ff., with reference to 4:11-12;
Matt. 11:25, 13:9, Luke l4:35. Rev. 2:?, 11, 29, 3:6, 13, 22
and 13:9 in connection with the words 'who hath ears to hear.
See pp. 8f.
16
let him hear' (v. 9); I Thess. 2;13 with reference to the
"word" (v.l4)and other passages emphasize the importance of
interpreting Scripture by Scripture principle,
2) The Healing of the Kan with an
Unclean Spirit - Mark 5: 1-20
Rawlinson entitles this "The Legion of demons," He
does not say anything about the context of this narrative in
Mark. He looks upon the description of the demoniac of Gerasa
or Gadara as presenting a vivid picture of delusional insanity.
He nevertheless believes that the story is told from the
standpoint of contemporary belief in demons, which is also
shared by the demoniac himself. The comm.entator ' s initial
remarks raise the question of demonology, Rawlinson regards
Mark as well as Jesus as sharing in the popular belief in
demons of their day. He writes
that our Lord Himself should in this respect have
shared in the beliefs of His time ought not to be for the
Christian reader of the Gospels a matter either of
difficulty or of surprise, since it was plainly involved
in the fact of the Incarnation that His human mind should
be that of a Palestinian Jev/ of the first century, and
that He should not be in possession of miraculous
information as to the physical or psychological causes of
disease .28
He remarks that the idea that the unclean spirits and unclean
swine v/ere spiritually akin may have occurred to Mark. The
demoniac's "Son of the Most High God" (v.?) may imply, says
Rawlinson, that the man was probably a heathen. Then he goes
on to comment on various parts of this section in sequence in
Rawlinson, op.cit., p. xlviii.
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a matter of fact way. He appears to bring out the literal
sense of the passage in his exegesis.
According to Rawlinson, one of the purposes of Mark
is to set forth Jesus as the Conqueror of demons. So the
purpose of this passage would be to present Jesus as the
great Destroyer of demons, who by the word of His mouth would
put to flight the hosts of evil powers.
Rawlinson's exegesis of the passage on pp 63-64 and
his comments on the selected phrases and terms on pp. 64-66
show his use of the findings of textual criticism (e.g., on
"Gerasenes" in ^.1), his occasional use of Greek (e.g.,
"v/orshipped him" (v. 6): the Greek does not imply more than an
act of homage or obeisance), his awareness of the bearing of
the parallel accounts in Matthew and Luke upon an understand
ing of it in Mark, his use of other relevant Scriptures, such
as Dan. 3:26 and 4:2, to interpret the phrase "Most High God,"
and his use of other commentators, like V/ellhausen on "the
Legion" (v. 9), Bacon on "Gerasa" (v.l), Loisy on the presence
of the swines (v. 11), Lagrange on the phrase "I adjure thee
by God" (v. 7) reveal his principles of interpretation.
3) The Feeding of the Fiye Thousand
- Mark 6:33-44
Against various attempts to rationalize this story,
Rawlinson says, "Mk^^ certainly understands the occurence as
^Commentator's abbreviation (also elsev/here in this
chapter.
18
miraculous . "-^^ He believes that the two feedings described
in Mark 6:33-44 and 8:1-9 are two accounts of the same
incident. For, he says, it is not possible to account for
the almost incredible dullness on the jjart of the disciples
expressed in 8:4. Again, he goes on to ask, "If these were
two separate events, how could one explain the disciples'
perplexity in 8:4?" So he accepts the suggestion of B . W.
Bacon that
the feeding of the Five Thousand may be intended to
symbolize the giving of the Bread of Life to the Jews, and
the feeding of the Four Thousand the giving of the Bread
of Life to the Gentiles*
as providing sufficient reason for their inclusion as two
separate events in Mark. Further, the commentator holds that
Mark found these two accounts in circulation and he included
both without recognizing them as 'doublets.'
Rawlinson observes that Mark does not refer to any
expression of amazement on the part of either the disciples
or the multitudes as in other miracle stories he records (e.g.,
2:12, and 4:4l), nor does he point to Jesus as enjoining
secrecy here as in other instances (e.g., 1:44, 3�12, and
5:43). He notes further that the disciples are blamed for
not understanding the miracle of the loaves in 6:52 and 8:17ff.
Therefore, he concludes that Mark "regarded the feeding of the
multitude as conveying, like the parables (cf.4:13), a hidden
31
meaning."-'
-^^Rawlinson, op.cit., p. 85. *Ibid., p. 86.
-^^loc. cit.
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Rawlinson draws the reader's attention to the
interpretation given to this eventin John 6:26ff. as a parable
of the Eucharist, and the apostle Paul's connecting the
Eucharist v/ith the 'spiritual food' which nourished Israel in
the wilderness (I Cor, 10:3ff). On the basis of this, he
considers it probable that "the feeding of the multitudes was
commonly interpreted in early Christianity as typifying the
heavenly Food whereby in the desert of this world the faithful
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are spiritually fed.,,"-' This, he believes, explains its
inclusion in all four of the Gospels and also its repetition
in Mark and Matthew, But this symbolical interpretation, he
warns, should not be allowed to crowd out the actual occurrence
of the miracle of the feeding.
Rawlinson's exegesis of the feeding of the five
thousand seeks to reveal its contemporary significance to the
Church in Rome, He accepts the record of this incident as
authentic. But the commentator does not seem to spell out
the meaning this incident had for Jesus and for the disciples
at the time of its occurrence. One of the key hermeneutical
principles of the Reformation, viz,, interpreting Scripture
by Scripture, appears to be at work here as elsewhere in this
commentary. For Rawlinson takes into consideration the bear
ing of John 6:26ff, and I Cor, 10:3ff. on the interpretation
of this event. Hov/ever, his evaluation of the feedings
recorded in Mark 6:33-44 and 8:1-9 as two accounts of the same
incident also enters into his exegesis of this passage.
^^Ibid,
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4) The Confession of Peter and Its
Sequence - Mark 8;27 - 9TT
Rawlinson has a general note on Mark 8�27 - 10:45
which seems to serve as in introduction to his treatment of
8:27ff. He regards 8:27 as beginning a division of the Gospel.
He says that this section, 8:27 - 10:4-5, has a distinctive
character of its own. He quotes J. Weiss and V/ellhausen
extensively to explain this distinctive character.
He draws attention to those who "are disposed to see
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very little of genuine history in this part of Mk,"-'-'^ and to
others who accept it entirely as historical, particularly as
an eye-witness reminiscence of Peter. But he takes a view
which is different from either of these. His view is that
the materials which Mark uses here came to him from tradition,
but their arrangement in this section is Mark's own work. The
latter is due not to historical but to expository consider
ations. He provides three reasons for this:
(l) Mark has grouped together 'conflict' stories (2:1 -
3:6) in his earlier section to show partly hov/ the authorities
in Jerusalem came eventually to take action against Jesus;
(2) Mark, now in this central section, seeks to partly
establish a parallel thesis as to how Jesus himself viewed
his future; and
(3) Mark also had the circumstances of his church in mind
and has grouped these materials for catechetical purposes
Ibid., p. 109.
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� to set forth "the nature of the Christian life as a via
crucis for the disciples as for the Master. "-^^
Rawlinson accepts the sayings and events of this
section as substantially historical but regards the section,
as it now stands, as having been edited by Mark. In the light
of the hints in the earlier section of the Gospel (e.g., 2:
18-20) , the commentator regards the predictions of the Passion
in this section as subtantially going back to Jesus himself,
although they "have very likely been glossed in the light of
events . "^^
Then he proceeds to comment on 8:27-33 and 8:3^-9:1
which are closely related.
Rawlinson considers as historically probable that
Peter's confession of Jesus as the Messiah "...was the first
time that the disciples' belief about their Master had been
formulated and put into words... "-^^ Thus, he holds, the
episode marked a definite epoch for two reasons: first, it
v/as remembered in the tradition and located in a place, "the
villages of Caesarea Philippi;" and second, it was linked to
the Transfiguration by the phrase 'after six days' (9s2) in
the pre -Markan tradition.
But he considers its significance somewhat differently
"as told in this Gospel"-^ He believes that the stress is
not on Peter's confession as such. It is rather on what
^^Ibid., p. 110- ^^Ibid. ^^Ibid., p. 112.
37 the underlined words are in italics.
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follov/s the incident of the confession, viz., the doctrine of
the cross. Rawlinson thinks that for Mark the point of the
story lies in a contrast between the purely Jewish concept of
Messiah and the characteristically Christian concept of it,
and that the Messiahship of Jesus should be viewed only from
the standpoint of the cross.
The commentator holds that the paragraph 8:3^ - 9s 1
as it stands in Mark "...is so adapted as to convey to the
Church of his time the much needed lesson 'Be steadfast to
endure persecution'."-^^ Rawlinson assigns the catena of
sayings in 8:34-38 to his Q source, and the saying in 9s 1 as
being "probably from a different context and perhaps from a
different source."-'^ As to why Mark introduced this rather
puzzling saying of Jesus at this particular point, the
commentator believes that probably the transfiguration story
which immediately follows may have recalled a current Jewish
description of Moses and Elijah as "the men that had been
taken up, who had not tasted death from their birth" (Esdras
2:26), and the phrase 'tasting death' may in turn have re
called a saying of Jesus. He adds,
Moreover, if the Gospel was written at Rome shortly
after S. Peter by martyrdom had 'tasted death', it is
possible that the Evangelist may have intended to suggest
to his readers that the great Apostle, despite that fact,
had nevertheless been witness, as it were by anticipation,
of the coming glory of the Christ, when he beheld him,
with James and John, on the holy mount (cf. 2 Peter l:l6ffl
-^^Rawlinson, op.cit. p. Il4 -^^Ibid., p. 115.
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Ibid.
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The saying of 9:1, Rawlinson thinks, probably refers to the
expected "Parousia* or 'Coming' of the Son of Man.
In interpreting 8:2? - 9:1 i Rawlinson does not
directly relate it to the Markan messianic secret. But sub
sequently, in one of his 'Additional Notes' on pp. 258-262,
he deals with this theme. Rejecting Wrede's theory of the
messianic secret as a whole as being too rigid, Rawlinson
admits 'a residuum of truth' in Wrede's observation for the
following reasons.
(l) The demoniacs' recognition of Jesus' messiahship is
the result of Mark's theory about demons and their supernatu
ral knowledge.
(2) In the light of the after-resurrection experience of
the disciples, Mark may have assumed a theological theory of
dullness on their part, and hence his repeated references to
their lack of understanding in his Gospel.
(3) It seems probable that an interpretation of Jesus'
teachings in the light of the experience of the early Church
has been introduced into the Gospel by means of a literary
device � thus attributing them to the Lord (cf. 4:10ff.,
6:34, 7:l8ff., 9:28 and 29).
(4) Though Mark may have regarded Jesus' miracles as
manifestations of His Messiahship, the Galileans of Jesus'
day did not see them as such (cf. 8:2?, 28 and 30).
Thus Rawlinson thinks that the theory of the messia
nic secret was probably Mark's own creation. But he concedes
that Jesus' desire not to present himself as a
' v/onder-worker ,
'
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and his own radical view of his messiahship, which was
different from that of the popular view, may account for the
injunctions to secrecy in the Gospel which Mark has simply
generalized.
As already mentioned, Rawlinson sees the incident and
the sayings of this section as substantially historical and
as having significance for the apostles. But he also believes
that Mark has interpreted and applied the original event and
sayings to the circumstances of the church of his day. Thus
his uncovering of the primitive meaning of the passage and its
bearing for contemporary church life in Rome reveal his
hermeneutics. Besides, his evaluation of the text (e.g., 9:1)
reveals his form-critical approach to the passage. In addition
to these three hermeneutical principles, there are also other
principles which are operative in this section. Rawlinson's
repeated references to other scriptural passages, as for
example, 'after three days' (v. 31; cf. 901. 10:34, Matt. 26: 63
and Hos. 6:2), reveals the principle of 'interpreting Scripture
by Scripture'. His references to the bearing of the interpre
tation of others on the passage he interprets, as for example,
J. V/eiss' comment on the word-play in v. 34, reveals the
principle of the use of the history of interpretation. His
discussion of the doctrine of the cross, of the messianic
secret and of the cost of discipleship reveal his use of the
principle of theological exegesis.
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5) The Transfiguration of Jesus
- Mark 9s"2^
Rawlinson thinks that the story of the Transfigur
ation of Jesus clearly had an evidential value for the earliest
Church, and that Mark saw in it a deep significance "because it
enshrined, or appeared to enshrine, like the story of Jesus'
Baptism, the direct supernatural testimony of God himself to
the truth of Christ. He is av/are that today it is commonly
regarded as mythical and a product of Christian fantasy.
He rejects contemporary mythological-symbolical views
of the Transfiguration which seek to interpret it in terms of
a post-resurrection appearance of Christ to Peter (cf . I Cor.
1555) � that is, as resurrection story read back into the
earthly life of Jesus.
On the other hand, he accepts the historical basis of
the Transfiguration. He believes that it refers to a vision
ary experience on the part of the three disciples. The
appearance of Moses and Elijah, he says, symbolizes the Law
and Prophecy respectively, bearing witness to the Christ in
42
whom both are regarded as being fulfilled. He attempts to
explain the T ransf iguration from the standpoint of modern
psychology. He v/rites.
On the assumption that the three disciples v/ere in
fact subjects of what in the language of modern psychology
would no doubt be classed as a species of 'visual and
auditory hallucination,' it may be pointed out that the
Rav/linson, Mark, p. 11?. Ibid., p. 118.
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form and perceptual content of such experiences, however
vivid and real to their percipients, is normally deter
mined by the conscious or subconscious beliefs or expecta
tions of those who experience them. ^3
In other words, he appears to be saying that the Transfigur
ation was not an objective occurrence in the life of the
three disciples. Their conscious or subconscious beliefs or
expectations (i.e., purely subjective occurrence) led to the
form and perceptual content of this experience. He goes on
to add, however, that
such a psychological interpretation of the phenomena
does not at all preclude the view that such experiences,
however subjectively determined as regards their form and
perceptual content, may yet have been vehicles in particu-jt,^
lar cases of genuinely spiritual intimations from on high.
In this interpretation, Rawlinson is influenced by Miss Evelyn
Underbill's book. The Mystic V/ay. In support of his interpre
tation Rawlinson draws the reader's attention to Luke 9:28 �
"Now about eight days after these sayings he took with him
Peter and John and James, and went up on the mountain to pray"
� and says that Luke assumes that the primary purpose of our
Lord in ascending the mountain was to pray.
Although Rawlinson's three hermeneutical principles
are at work in this passage, he appears to introduce a new
principle here, viz., to interpret the Transfiguration of
Jesus from the standpoint of modern psychology. As noted
before, he uses other hermeneutical principles in interpreting
this passage. His references to Wellhausen, Loisy, and others
Ibid. ^^Ibid., p. 119-
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who regard this as a post-resurrection appearance, to J.
Weiss' view on the meaning of "was transfigured" (v. 2), and
to W. C. Allen on "hear ye him" (v. 7), reveal his use of the
history of interpretation when it is relevant to his own
exegesis of a passage. His references to the two witnesses
of Rev. 11:3-11 as Moses and Elijah, to Rom. 12:2 and II Cor.
3:18 on "was transfigured" (v.2), and to Ex. 16:10, 19:9, 16,
24:15ff., and I Kings 8:10 on "the cloud" (v. 7) show his
recognition and use of the principle of interpreting Scripture
by Scripture.
6) The Markan Apocalypse - Mark 13
This is perhaps the most difficult chapter in Mark's
Gospel for any commentator to interpret. Because of its
complexity and use of apocalyptic language , Rawlinson has a
general note comprising 4|- pages in which he seeks to discuss
the structure, source, nature, and purpose of the contents of
this chapter. As the commentary shows, he divides the chapter
as follows:
(a) vs. 1-2, The Prophecy of the Destruction of the Temple
(= Matt. 24: 1-2 & Luke 21:5-6);
(b) vs. 3-8, The Beginnings of the Apocalyptic Drama
(= Matt. 24: 3-8 & Luke 21:7-11);
(c) vs. 9-13, The Sufferings of the Faithful Have Been
Foreseen (= Matt .24: 9-l4; 10:17-22 & Luke 21:12-19,
12:11-12) ;
(d) vs. 14-20, The Antichrist and the Great Tribulation
(= Matt. 24: 15-22; Luke 21:20-24; & 17 01);
(e) vs. 21 -23, A Renev/ed V/arning against Deceivers
(= Matt. 24: 23-25) ;
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(f) vs. 24-27, The Coming of the Son of Man (= Matt. 24:
29-31 & Luke 21:25-28);
(g) vs. 28-29, The Parable of the Fig Tree (= Matt. 24: 32 -
33 & Luke 21:29-31) ;
(h) vs. 30-32, The Mystery of the Time of the End (= Matt.
24:34-36 & Luke 22:32-33);
(i) vs. 33-37. The Need of Watchfulness (= Matt .25: 13-15b;
Luke 22:38, 40; 19: 12, I3) .
He believes that a primitive Jewish-Christian apo
calyptic document underlies three sections: vs. 7-8 (vs. 6-8
according to the commentary on p. 184), vs. 14-20, and vs.
24-27. He holds that this document was authored by a Chris
tian prophet who believed himself to be charged by the Spirit
to convey to the Church an apocalyptic message in the name of
the risen Jesus. This document has been combined with the
4*5
genuine sayings of Jesus. He believes also that the Church
of Mark's day, because of its terrible circumstances � being
subjected to persecution, suffering, and martyrdom � "clung
to and cherished the tradition of the Saviour's apocalyptic
46
words," which spoke of the coming and imminent end of the
age.
He holds that the extended discourse in vs. 7-37 is
in the form of an apocalypse: an unveiling or revelation of
the future which like the Pauline apocalypse in II Thess. 2
is "designed to discourage the assumption that what has
occurred is anything more than the beginning of certain
47
future events which are still to come to pass." He believes
45 46^Rawlinson, op.cit. p. I8I. Ibid., p. 178.
^''ibid., p. 179.
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that the discourse seeks to remind the Christians of Rome
that their Lord had foreseen and forev/arned about their bitter
experiences of suffering and persecution, and to encourage
them to look for the glorious coming of the Son of Man. He
is inclined to think that the message intended for the con
temporary Church in Rome is introduced in Mark 13 "in the form
of an instruction supposed to have been given privately by the
48
Lord to a group of leading disciples...," though this does
not preclude the viev/ that the contents do substantially
represent Jesus' ov/n general outlook upon the future and that
they do contain a substantial number of sayings which are
49
authentically His. ' Rawlinson is convinced that "the sub
stance of much of Mark 13 may in one way or another go back
to the historical mind of our Lord."^^
The commentator finds the keynotes of the v/hole
discourse in the following sayings:
"Be not troubled: these things must needs come to
pass; but the end is not yet" (v.?); "He that endureth to
the end, the same shall be saved" (v. 13); "But take ye
heed; behold, I have told you all things beforehand"
(v. 23); "Take ye heed, watch; for ye know not when the
time is" (v.33); "Watch therefore. . .And what I say unto
you I say unto you all, watch" (vs. 35t 37)
According to Rawlinson, the purpose of Mark is to
present Jesus as having foreseen in detail and declared in
advance to His disciples, in a conversation which He had with
them before His Passion, the course of future events, in-
48
Ibid. ^^Ibid. ^^Ibid., p. 180. �^"'�Loc . cit .
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eluding the grievous troubles and calamities which were to
fall both upon the Church and upon the world.
He accepts Jesus' prophecy (vs. 1-2) concerning the
destruction of the temple in Jerusalem as historical. He
identifies the "events" referred to in vs. 6-8 with the
historical disturbances that occurred throughout the Roman
Empire in Nero's time, though he concedes the apocalyptic
nature of the passage. He interprets vs. 9-13 as also
referring to historical occurrences. From the standpoint of
Jesus these were foreseen and from the standpoint of the
Church in Rome th-ese were contemporary historical happenings.
He thinks that the prophecy concerning the Antichrist
and the great tribulation (vs. 14-20) is of Palestinian origin
("Let them that are in Judaea flee") and it "presumably came
to Mark from the tradition of Palestinian Christianity."-'-'
It was not designed, he says, originally for the readers of
Mark but for those in Judaea. Since the warning in vs. 21-23
virtually repeats that of vs. 5-6, the commentator thinks
that vs. 21-23 may be Mark's ov/n editorial work. The Son of
Man passage in vs. 24-2?, he holds, comes from a Christian
source, and "referred from the first to the expected coming
of Jesus as the Son of Man from heaven."^ He sees a
connection between the coming of the Son of Man and the
manifestation of the Antichrist (v.l4) when he comments:
Ibid., p. 177. -^^Ibid., p. 188. -^^Ibid., p. 190.
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"The coming of the Son of Man signifies the consummation of
the End, as the manifestation of Antichrist signified its
beginning. "^^ The parable of the fig tree in vs. 28-29 is
taken as a premonitory sign for the coming of the Son of Man.
He considers vs. 30-32 to be possibly authentic sayings of
Jesus but believes they were not all spoken on the same
occasion. The injunction to watch in vs. 33-37 is given not
only for the four disciples but for all Christians without
exception.
It will be observed that Rav/linson's interpretation
of Mark 13 provides a good example of the use of his herme
neutical principles. For he does not hesitate to look
critically at materials and to evaluate them. He consistently
asserts the primitive character of much of the passage and
attributes it as substantially going back to the historical
Jesus. At the same time, he insists that the passage did have
contemporary relevance for the Christians in Rome during the
reign of Nero.
His treatment of Mark 13 reveals several other
hermeneutical principles which have been already noted in
this chapter with reference to other passages. His general
note on ch. 13 on pp. 177-182 begins with a theological
discussion on eschatology. This discussion is continued
throughout his treatment of Mark 13. thus revealing the
principle of theological exegesis. His constant references
to the parallels in Matt, and Luke, his references to other
Ibid.
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apocalyptic passages in the Bible ( Dan., I and II Thess.,
and Rev.), to John 2:20 on the temple and to many other pass
ages show his use of the principle of interpreting Scripture
by Scripture. The significance and bearing of others' inter
pretation of various passages upon his own interpretation can
also be seen in his references to Schweitzer and J. Weiss on
the 'apocalyptic', to Colani's suggestion of a short Jewish
Apocalyptic, and to J. Weiss' view on the abomination of
desolation, to name only a few.
7) The Resurrection of Jesus - Mark l6
Over against a tendency to rationalize the miracle of
the Resurrection of our Lord, Rawlinson firmly holds that
the earliest Church believed in the objective reality
of angels, as it believed in the objective reality of
demons, and what Mk wishes to describe is the annunciation
of the resurrection of Jesus to the women by the message
of an angel. 56
He recognizes a difficulty in explaining the expression "there
you will see him" in v. 7 in the light of Jesus' words in 14:28.
He concurs with C. H. Turner's view that this expression should
be understood as a parenthesis. He is convinced that the
Gospel in all probability breaks off at the middle of a
sentence in v. 8. He believes that the Gospel of Mark was un-
finished.^'
On the authority of earliest manuscripts, Rav/linson
holds that vs. 9-20 are a later fragment added to the Gospel
of Mark � a fragment based on the Lucan writings, supplemented
^bid., p. 243. �^''ibid., p. 270.
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by Matthew and oral tradition.
Summary
It was seen that Rawlinson's hermeneutics consisted
of (1) the uncovering of the primitive meaning of a given
passage in Mark, (2) the simultaneous discovery of its bear
ing for the contemporary Church in Rome, and (3) a critical
appraisal of the literary structure of Mark as it nov/ stands
with a view to arriving at the background underlying each
passage. It was also seen that Rawlinson uses other herme
neutical principles. His introduction reveals his awareness
of the importance of historical background of the gospel. He
uses the fruits of textual criticism wherever relevant to
elucidate the meaning of a passage. Though the commentary
is based on the English text of the Revised Version, Rawlinson
occasionally makes reference to the meaning of a passage in
the light of the Greek. He takes the context and structure
of a given passage into consideration. He seeks to enter into
the mind of Mark, as it were, and attempts to understand the
passage as the latter had intended. He is aware of and uses
the interpretations of others in so far as they throw some
light on the passage he is interpreting or as they differ from
his own handling of the text. His constant reference to and
use of other Scriptures � both Old and New Testament passages
� to help clarify or confirm one or more of his points reveals
the principle of interpreting Scripture by Scripture. His
discussion of relevant theological points at various places
shows his awareness of the im.portance of theological exegesis.
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In short, Rawlinson's hermeneutics may be described
as largely traditional except that he makes a definite attempt
to go behind the Gospel materials to determine their sources.
It appears that his was the first bold attempt to indicate
the significance of the conclusions of form criticism in their
bearing on the exegesis of the Gospel according to St. Mark.
Chapter 3
THE HERMENEUTICS OF VINCENT TAYLOR
Introduction
In his preface the commentator disclaims writing a
definitive commentary. Instead, his purpose is "to report
progress and perhaps to stimulate others to essay the task."^
Taylor says that in his commentary on the Gospel
according to St. Mark, a special interest has been taken in
the period immediately preceding the composition of the
Gospel. He regards the Papias tradition concerning the
second Gospel as invaluable but he is convinced that the
Gospel of Mark cannot be explained in terms of an apostolic
witness alone. He asserts.
More than a single generation lies between it and the
events and sayings of the historic Ministry of Jesus, and
in many important respects the Gospel reflects the v/orship,
theology, and catechetical interests of a living Christian
Church. 2
In other words, Taylor has seriously taken into consideration
the bearing of the results of form criticism in writing his
commentary.
He says that the commentary is based on a modified
form of the text of Westcott and Hort.
Vincent Taylor, The Gospel According To St. Mark
(2n ed., London: Macmillan, I966) , p. vi.
2
Ibid . , p. vii .
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He sets forth the method he has followed in this
commentary as follows.
(l) In the Introduction, he discusses critical, grammatical,
theological and historical questions.
(2) In the commentary, he treats the text in larger
divisions and then in sections containing several narratives
and sayings -groups . He provides short introductions to all
these and discusses special questions in detached notes.
(3) At the end of the commentary, he supplies additional
notes on larger questions "to which the answers must necess-
3
arily he of a more general and speculative character."-^
Taylor accepts the Markan authorship of the Gospel
and the place of its composition as Rome. He believes that
Mark wrote his Gospel about 65-7 A.D.
The commentator believes that Mark has used several
sources in writing his Gospel. He accepts the suggestion of
M. Dibelius that at least so far as Mark is concerned, the
Synoptists "are principally collectors, vehicles of tradition,
editors"*
Six types of material in the second Gospel are
distinguished by the commentator. They are as follows:
(1) Pronouncement Stories (e.g., Mark 2:5-10a) � Taylor
names 19 of these on pp. 78-9;
(2) Miracle-Stories (e.g., 1:23-8) � Taylor names 17 of
these on p. 81 ;
(3) Stories about Jesus (e.g., 1:1-8) -- Taylor names 29
Ibid., p. viii. *Ibid., p. 53'
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of these on p. 81 ;
(4) Markan Constructions (e.g., 3:13-19a) � Taylor names
18 of these on p. 83;
(5) Summary Statements (e.g., 1:21, 28, 39, 45) � Taylor
lists 47 of these on p. 85; and
(6) The Sayings and Parables (e.g., l:21f.) ~ Taylor
names 22 of these on pp. 86-7.
He also distinguishes three literary types as follow:
(1) Groups of Narratives and Sayings formed on the
basis of Existing Tradition;
(2) Groups of Narratives based on Personal Testimony,
probably that of Peter; and
(3) Groups of Narratives topically arranged, consist
ing of Sayings and Pronouncement-stories.^
This attempted classification, he says, has an
important bearing on the composition of the Gospel. It
reveals that the second Gospel "is far more than a private
undertaking; it is a product of the life the Church inspired
by the Spirit of God."^
The Gospel, the commentator believes, is not a
carefully planned literary composition. It is "a popular
writing conditioned by the state of the existing tradition
and by the fact that the Gospel was a new undertaking."^ The
Gospel serves both historical and religious ends because it
is an attempt to tell how the Good News concerning Jesus
Christ, the Son of God, began, as Mark 1:1 declares.
Ibid., pp. 102f. -'ibid., p. 104.
Ibid., p. 105.
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Taylor holds that Mark's selection of material
is influenced by his interest in exorcisms, crowds,
and miraculous events, in the Gentile Mission of his day,
in contemporary apocalyptic, and above all, in the
redemptive work and mission of Jesus. '
Many of these interests he shared with the Church of his day.
But Taylor declares that as an examination of the theology of
his Gospel shows, Mark has neither recast nor obscured the
historic tradition, though he wrote v/ith the pen of a Roman
o
Christian. Mark's Jesus is the Jesus of Galilee.
This brief survey of Taylor's detailed introduction
may be summarized in the words of a reviewer of Taylor's
commentary, Richard Heard;
The clue to the understanding of the Gospel lies,
according to Dr. Taylor, in an acceptance of the methods
of Form, criticism combined with an acceptance of the
tradition of Markan authorship. Mark wrote his Gospel,
probably at Rome, c, A.D. 65-?. It is not a mere
transcript of the recollections of Peter, but reproduces
much other material from tradition, especially Roman
tradition... He argues at length that Mark was an editor
exceptionally faithful to his sources and exceptionally
objective in his freedom from personal theological bias.
The tradition itself, although generally reliable,
contains elements, especially in the narratives of
nature-m^iracles and in the Apocalypse of ch. xiii, which
in a measure reflect the hopes and fears of the second
generation of early Christianity. The Gospel as a v/hole
must be adjuged a writing of first-class historical
importance with relatively few legendary and apocalyptic
"tendencies," and its outline of events in spite of many
gaps and the evangelist's use of a framev/ork "factual
rather than chronological in the true sense," is based on
a broad knov/ledge of the course of events as well as
details . 9
"^Ibid., p. 113. �Ibid., p. 129.
g^Richard Heard , "A Form Critical Commentary," Church
Quarterly Review. CLIII (1952), 393.
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Taylor does not explicitly set forth his hermeneutical
principles in his introduction. But an examination of what
he has written seems to indicate the following principles:
(1) The acceptance of the general trustworthiness of the
Gospel according to St. Mark as an historical as well as a
religious writing;
(2) The examination of the various m.anuscript traditions
to determine the true text of Mark;
(3) An assessment of the historical background of the
Gospel to place it in its proper setting, which involves
among other things the use of the findings of the method of
form criticism in their bearing upon the interpretation of
the Gospel; and
(4) An examination of the theology of the Gospel on the
basis of historico-grammatical exegesis, which also involves
the bearing of other biblical passages and the viev/s of other
scholars and commentators upon the passage being interpreted.
As indicated in the introduction to this thesis,
seven passages from St. Mark's Gospel will be analyzed to
discover the commentator's hermeneutical principles. Before
turning to these it appears helpful to observe Taylor's ovm
classification of them. In his classification, l) Mark 4:2-20
and 6) Mark 13:5-37 belong to "the Sayings and Parables," 2)
Mark 5:1-20 and 3) Mark 6:35-44 belong to "Miracle-Stories,"
4) Mark 8:27-33, 5) Mark 9:2-8 and 7) Mark 16:1-8 belong to
"Stories About Jesus." The first tv�'o verses of Mark 13 are
assigned to "Pronouncement Stories," Mark 4:10-12 and 13:3f'i
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are assigned to "Markan Construction," and Mark 4:1-2 are
assigned to "Summary Statements."
1) The Parable of the Sower and Its
Interpretation - Mark 4:1-20
Taylor observes that the subject-matter in Mark 4 is
teaching material which is topically arranged, with a narra
tive element in vs. 1-2, 10 and 33,34. This combination of
topical arrangement and the narrative element, the commenta
tor says, suggests a combined use of tradition and catecheti
cal material. He divides vs. 1-20 into the following
sections .
(a) The Parable of the Sower vs. 1-9,
(b) The Purpose of Parables vs. 10-12, and
(c) An Interpretation of the Parable of the Sower vs. 13-20.
Taylor believes that
Mark inserted into the historical outline visible in
iii.7-12+iv.l-9, 33f .+iv.35-v.43 , the material in iv. 10-32
from his sayings -s ource , together with iii.l3-19a (the
Appointment of the Twelve) and the group iii . 1 9b-35 �
This, he believes, helps to explain why the boat mentioned in
3:9, and used in 4:lf., is lost in 4:10-34, to reappear
1 1
suddenly in 4:35 for "the purpose of crossing the lake.
He accepts Julicher's principle that a parable is
meant to teach one main point, and one only. But he goes on
to warn that
it ought not to be pressed to the point of ruling out
the possibility of references to the immediate situation
of Jesus, as for example, in the parables of the Sov/er and
the wicked husbandmen. ^2
�^^Taylor, Mark, p. 94. "^^Ibid. "'�^Ibid., pp. 249f.
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Though the original meaning of many of the parables is lost,
thus leading to conjecture in their interpretation, Taylor
believes, along with A. T. Cadoux and C. H. Dodd, "that
explanations which take account of the historical situation
created by the Ministry of Jesus are the most convincing. "'''-^
He believes that the aim of parabolic teaching is to
explain truth and not obscure it. It is neither meant to
conceal an issue nor to serve as a punishment. The parables
were meant to stimulate thought, to provoke reflection, and
to lead men to a decision. But it cannot be assumed that
their original application was transparent. Therefore, Taylor
holds that Jesus may have given explanations on certain
occasions, as in Rabbinic teaching, when the first hearers
sought him.
With these introductory remarks, Taylor proceeds to
interpret the parable of the sower in vs . 1-9- He says that
a comparison of the. Synoptic accounts, the presence of several
Semitism.s, and the lack of a hypotactic aorist participle in
Mark's account of the parable shov/ that Mark's version is
more original than that of Matthew or Luke and that it is an
example of "a literal translation Greek version of a parable
14
of Jesus. "-^^
Then he lists and evaluates various forms of inter
pretation given by other commentators and scholars. But he
agrees with C. H. Dodd, A. T. Cadoux, B. T. D. Smith and
Ibid. , p. 250. Ibid.
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C. J. Cadoux, in finding its significance in the immediate
situation of Jesus. He writes, "By it He (Jesus) illustrates
His belief that, despite unresponsive hearers, the field is
white unto harvest (cf. John 4:35)."^-^ He takes verse 8 as
providing the clue to the main point of the parable . He
regards the references to the birds, the thorns, and the
rocky ground as reflecting the experience of Jesus and His
sense of the importance of attentive hearing.
Taylor's detailed discussion of the Greek terms and
phrases used in this parable on pp. 251-254 reveal a number
of his hermeneutical principles , He takes the vocabulary and
syntax of the passage seriously into consideration. He
relates this parable to the immediate context of Jesus. He
draws upon the KSS tradition to determine not only the true
text but also the meaning of given words or phrases (e.g.,
"so that he got into a boat" of v.l, "since it had no depth
of soil" in v^5, and the preposition "among" in v.7). He
refers to other biblical passages both from the Old and the
New Testaments to elucidate the meaning of a term (e.g.,
"rose" in v. 6: cf.Matt. 4:6, 13:6, Luke 12:54, Jas. 1:11 and
II Pet. 1:19; and "grew up" v.?: cf. Gen. 4l:5, Deut. 29:23
and Isa. 5:6, 32:13). He also draws attention to the bearing
of others' interpretation upon the passage he is interpreting.
For example, a reference is made to Sv/ete, who is in agreement
with Taylor's interpretation of vs . 1, 2, 5 and 6, and to
Ibid., p. 251.
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Lagrange, whose view differs from that of Taylor on v. 2, and
others .
Taylor regards 4:10-12 as a Markan construction. By
"Markan construction" he means "a passage put together by
Mark himself on the basis of tradition. "^^ He thinks that
v.lO may have originally belonged to vs, 13-20. He argues
that originally the saying was related to the teaching
ministry of Jesus, and that Mark, believing it to refer to
the purpose of parables, has introduced it into its present
context, thus creating a difficulty which has persisted
until modern times. He has done this in consequence of
his belief that Jesus used parables to conceal His meaning
from 'those without', whereas in fact. His purpose was to
elucidate His message by prompting reflection. i?
As it now stands, Taylor regards 4:11-12 as representing the
beliefs of Mark. He hastens to add that the saying is
authentic; it arose from something Jesus actually said. This
is supported by the strong Palestinian flavor of the narrative,
he claims. But, Taylor holds, Mark has given an inauthentic
version of a genuine saying.
After referring to the views of modern commentators
like A. E. J. Rawlinson, who holds that what is presented in
4:13-20 shows "...the way in which the parable was currently
applied when Mark was written rather than any authentic word
of Jesus," and to more conservative discussions like that of
Swete and others. Taylor takes 4:13-20 as "a partial adapta-
1 8
tion of the teaching of Jesus to later conditions." He
regards this section as a secondary tradition, a Christian
^^Ibid., p. 254. ^"^Ibid., p. 255. -^^Ibid., p. 258.
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interpretation of the parable, and adduces the following
reasons ;
(1) The un-Hebraic character of the style;
(2) The vocabulary, which includes several words
found only in- the Epistles;
(3) The impression conveyed of an existing Christian
community;
(4) The concentration of the interpretation on
important details rather than the main point of the para
ble ; and
(5) The loss of the perception that, despite failures,
the amazing harvest is the supreme lesson. 19
Thus Taylor accepts 4:1-20 as in some way going back
to Jesus himself, although parts of it have been adapted to
the prevailing conditions of the church of Mark's day. This
is in accord with one of his principles mentioned above, viz.,
that the writing of the Gospel v/as influenced by the circums
tances prevailing in Mark's day.
The hermeneutical principles listed above in connection
20
with Taylor's exegesis of the Parable of the Sower are also
operative in his treatment of 4:10-12 and 13-20. But as
mentioned in the immediately preceding paragraph, his view
that the life of the early Church has influenced Mark's
writing appears to influence his interpretation of this
section.
2) The Healing of the Man with an
Unclean Spirit - Mark 5: 1-20
Rejecting Bultmann' s opinion that this story has the
form characteristic of the Miracle-Story (exorcism) , Taylor
Ibid. ^""See p. 42.
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asserts that "the story is what it is because it describes
21what happened." He also rejects the suggestion of an
imaginative construction. He believes that the details in
the narrative are taken from life and that it could be
classified as Petrine in origin. In other words, Taylor
accepts the narrative of the incident of the Gerasene Demoniac
as giving an eye-witness account.
He observes a series of four stages in the narrative.
The point of interest in vs. 1-10 is the possessed man, in
vs. 11-13 the herd of swine, in vs. 14-17 the townspeople,
and in vs. 18-20 the man again.
He sees a difficulty in how one is to interpret v/hat
is told. This is due to the account of the swine. He rejects
mythical explanations of the story. He also rejects the
suggestion of M. Dibelius that a secular-story has been
incorporated into the account. He accepts a psychological
explanation of possession and explains the panic of the swine,
along with V/eiss, as occasioned by the paroxysm of the man's
cure .
Taylor believes that Mark meant by "...the country of
the Gerasenes" (v.l) the district extending to the lake, of
which Gerasa is the principal town. Mark followed existing
tradition as he is not in the habit of introducing place nam.es
himself. The commentator is of the view that Mark's descrip
tion is vague. This, he says, may be due to Mark's lack of
Taylor, Mark . pp, 277f,
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precise knowledge about the precise place of landing, parti
cularly if he was a Jerusalemite or a Roman Christian.
Taylor regards the words of verse 8 as Mark's expla
nation of the demoniac's frenzied v/ords . He writes, "It is
almost the only addition which he has made to his source."
Taylor thinks that the ideas lying behind the question,
"v/hat is your name?" (v. 9) are connected with the ancient
belief that knowledge of the name carries with it pov/er over
an adversary and over a demon. He thinks that the sight of a
Roman legion may have occasioned the use of the name and
quotes v/ith approval Bartlett's words.
In applying this name to himself the possessed man
appealed to Christ's pity. It meant that he felt himself
a mere congeries of uncoordinated impulses and evil forces
- lacking a moral unity of v/ill, and so not one but an
aggregate of many. ^3
He believes that the alternation from the singular to the
plural in vs. 9-13 strongly supports his view.
On the figure of 2,000 (v. 13) Taylor thinks that it
is a round number and may be an exaggeration. Along with
J. V/eiss he observes four details in v. 13, two explicit and
two inferred: (l) Jesus permitted the spirits to go out,
perhaps by a sign or gesture, (2) they went out, (3) entered
into the swine, and (4) the swine ran into the lake. As
mentioned earlier, Taylor agrees with J. V/eiss in the latter' s
view
that it v/as the paroxysm accompanying the exorcism
which set the herd in motion. The man hurled himself upon
Ibid., p. 281. ^^Ibid.
47
the swine, struck terror into them, and drove them down
the steep. For long he had been overpowered by the idea
that the daemons by whom he was possessed would like to
enter into them, and he recognized the opportunity pro
vided by the strange exorcist who asked his name. ^4
Taylor accepts this as a record of an actual incident.
But he seeks to interpret it in terms of psychological expla
nation of possession. He explains av/ay "legion." He
evaluates the figure 2,000 as an exaggeration. All these may
be due to the commentator's view of demonology. He accepts
the narratives of demon possession in l:23f., 3:11 and 5:2ff.
as true from the standpoint of Jesus and His contemporaries.
He holds that Jesus fully shared in the belief in the exis
tence of supernatural powers e.g., demons as did His contem
poraries. He writes, "Jesus shares the ideas of His time,
but so far transcends them that by a commanding word alone,
without the use of magical practices. He casts out the un
clean spirit. "^^ He also writes, "The command (in Mark 1:25)
implies that Jesus shared the belief in daemon-possession so
2 6
characteristic of the age." He says that Mark did not feel
any embarrassment in recording a story of exorcism as did the
Fourth Evangelist, who excluded this type of narrative from
his Gospel. The implication appears to be that the belief in
demon possession and its exorcism was characteristic of the
age of Jesus but today alternative explanations could be
given.
Taylor's detailed comm.ents on the words and phrases
24 P*^ ?6""^Ibid., pp. 282f. ^-'ibid., p. 171. Ibid., p. 175-
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of this section on pp. 278-285 reveal his capacity to enter
sympathetically and imaginatively into the passage and to
understand it as it stands. His exegesis reveals his accept
ance of the literal sense of much of the passage. His use of
ViSS evidence (e.g., on 'Gerasenes' in v.l, and the omission
of 'immediately' in v.2) , his awareness of the significance
of the use of grammar (e.g., the use of the three participles
- sitting, clothed and in his right mind - in v.15), his
references to other relevant Scripture passages (vs. 3-5'' cf*
Isa. 65:4 or v. 9: cf. Gen. 32:29), and his awareness and use
of the interpretations of other commentators, past and present,
in their bearing on the passage he is interpreting (Swete,
Rawlinson, Turner, Bultmann and V/ellhausen) reveal his herme
neutical principles.
3) The Feeding of the Five Thousand
- Mark 6:33-44
Taylor regards 6:30-56, which records the Feeding of
the Five Thousand (vs. 35-44), the Crossing (vs. 45-52), and
the Landing at Gennesaret (vs. 53-5^) � as a compact whole, to
which Mark provides an introduction in the story of the Return
of the Disciples (vs. 30-34), which points back to the Mission
Charge (vs. 6b-13) . This reveals the commentator's awareness
of structure and context.
He considers vs. 30-34 as a Markan construction as a
prelude to the Feeding of the Five Thousand. But the details
in it, he holds, are not invented by Mark for literary ends.
They are drav/n from life .
49
The commentator begins his discussion of 6:35-44 by
rejecting Bultmann' s view of the narrative as a Miracle-Story
and Dibelius' viev/ of it as part of his Novellen or Tales.
He says that the story v/as prized in the primitive community
because it related one of the greatest of the mighty works of
Jesus and also because of its symbolic relevance to the
Eucharist. The story, he says, when compared with other
Markan narratives, stands nearer the testimony of eye-witness
es and can be classified as a Petrine story "...provided we
do not mean a story narrated by him exactly as it now stands
27
m Mark." ' He holds that the story has been the subject of
reflection, its symbolism has been appreciated, and a second
ary interpretation has probably been imposed on the narrative
in its development. These things, he says, are too clear to
be denied.
He believes that the original incident was non-
miraculous and that a miraculous interpretation has been
superimposed before Mark was v/ritten. He adduces the follov/-
ing three reasons for considering the original incident as
non-m.iraculous :
(l) The absence of surprise at the multiplication of
the loaves and fishes on the part of the disciples and the
people ;
(2) The enhancement of the miraculous element in the
later versions of the story;
(3) The difficulty of accepting the viev/ that Jesus
v/as conscious of possessing creative pov/er over natural
process and exercised them in the circumstances described,
v/hen we appreciate the degree to v/hich His life was
subjected to human limitations .2�
^''Taylor, Mark, p. 321. ^^Ibid.
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Taylor rejects the view of the incident as an idyllic
expression of good comradeship. He also rejects mythical
explanations. He accepts Schweitzer's view as the best
hypothesis, viz., that the Feeding of the Five Thousand is an
eschatological sacrament. Along with Wellhausen, Taylor
thinks that the num.bers are exaggerated. He writes.
That Jesus should have anticipated the Messianic Feast
is in harmony with His teaching concerning the Kingdom of
God and with Jewish customs ...' eschatological sacraments'
may well have preceded the Last Supper. If this view is
accepted, the multiplication of bread is a materialization
of the original tradition at a time when the true nature
of the event had not unnaturally become obscure. 29
Taylor's discussion of what he calls "nature miracles"
in his introduction is relevant here. He regards the Feeding
of the Five Thousand as a" nature miracle" in which the presence
of legendary elements is discernible. He is aware that there
are theologians whose views command respect and who accept all
the Gospel miracles on the basis of the supernatural period
ically breaking into the natural world and more particularly
of the incarnation of divine love and pov/er in Jesus. But he
feels that such arguments only dispose of the objection, on
scientific and philosophical grounds, that miracles are im
possible. They, hov/ever, leave the historical and theological
questions open; that is, whether the 'hature miracles" did
happen and whether they cohere v/ith a true doctrine of the
Incarnation. The "nature miracles," he says, differ from the
healing miracles in that v/hile the latter are wrought upon
^^Ibid.
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living persons, the former are not. On the basis of histori
cal and theological grounds, he believes "...that a miraculous
interpretation has been superimposed upon the original tradi-
30tion."-^ Ke adduces the following four reasons in support of
his premise.
(1) In miracle stories in which the action of Jesus is not
in question, as in the Baptism, the Transfiguration, and the
visit to the Tomb, legendary elements can be recognized.
(2) Elements within the "nature miracle" story narratives
are capable of a non-miraculous interpretation.
(3) It is difficult to give a satisfactory account of the
purpose of these "nature miracles."
(4) The Christology of the "nature miracles" is different
from that implicit in the Markan tradition as a whole. Mark's
theology is that of a Deus absconditus, the 'hidden God' who
fully accepts the limitations of a human life and remains
hidden save to the eyes of faith, whereas the "nature miracles"
reveal a Deus revelatus, the God w'ho throws off all disguise
and is not bound by the conditions of human existence.
Taylor is aware that his argument v/iil be accepted by
som.e and rejected by others. He concludes that
...the case as a whole is strongly in favour of the
conclusion that the beliefs and presuppositions of the
first century have left their mark on the records of the
Gospel miracles and particularly the nature-miracles . "31
The commentator draws attention to the agreement of
v.4l with Mark 14:22. This shows, Taylor says, that Mark has
Ibid., p. 141. ^-"ibid.
52
conformed the vocabulary of the passage to that of the Supper.
This is because of his (Mark's) belief that in some sense the
fellowship meal in the wilderness was an anticipation of the
Eucharist. But Mark's belief, Taylor is convinced, is not
based on his own ideas. It represents the mind and purpose
of Jesus himself. In other words, the commentator believes
that Jesus himself viev/ed the feeding incident as a fore
shadowing of the Messianic Feast.
But Taylor says that v. 42 "... they .. .were satisfied"
shows clearly that, in the tradition Mark followed, the
incident was interpreted as a miracle. He agrees that it has
been generally understood as a miracle until modern times.
He also acknowledges that older commtators generally agreed
in seeing in the incident of the feeding a miracle of creation.
He is aware that many modern scholars take the narrative as
it stands and make similar claims explaining the action of
Jesus as one of benevolence. They stress the inadequcies of
rational explanations and the congruity of the story with a
revelation which is supernatural through and through.
He also points out that the purpose of "the tv;elve
baskets" mentioned in vs. 43f. is to confirm the wonder of the
miraculous feeding. But he v/onders whether the fact that
more food remains than was present at the beginning does not
give rise to a doubt. He thinks that a degree of scheraatization
is present in the number 'twelve' as well as in the number
'five thousand'. He points out that the miraculous element
in the story is enhanced by Matthew and Luke, both of v/hom
take the figure as a round number and the former adds
"besides women and children" (Katt. l4:21). This, Taylor
believes, reveals a tendency to increase the numbers.
The commentator's hermeneutics appears to be quite
involved in the exegesis of this passage. On the one hand,
he seems to be compelled by the internal evidence of the
narrative to acknowledge the interpretation of those who
accept it as a miraculous incident. On the other hand, he
appears to be guided by his views on what he calls "nature
miracles" and lets them influence his exegesis of the passaf
The principles of hermeneutics discussed earlier in this
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chapter-' are clearly operative in this passage also. But
the presuppositions of the commentator appear to influence
his exegesis of this passage even more.
4) The Confession of Peter and Its
Sequence - Mark 8; 2? - 9TT
Taylor treats Mark 8:27ff. as part of the larger
section covering 8:2? - 10:52, v/hich entitles "Caesarea
Philippi: The Journey To Jerusalem." He divides the larger
section into four main sections. They are (l) Messiahship
and Suffering, 8:27-9:29; (2) The Journey Through Galille,
9:30-50; (3) The Journey Through Peraea and Judaea, 10:1-31;
and (4) The Approach to Jerusalem, 10:32-52. He observes
that the whole section
is dominated by the thought of the approaching Pass
ion, which finds pov/erful expression in the three predic-
^^See pp.42, 48 above.
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tions in viii. 31, ix.31, and x.33f., and in other Passion
sayings in viii. 34, ix.l2b., x.38f. and x.45.33
In the first main section, he finds the follov/ing
units of material:
(a) The Confession of Peter and the First Prophecy of the
Passion, 8:27-33;
(b) Sayings on Crossbearing , Sacrifice, and the Coming of
the Kingdom, 8:34 - 9:1;
(c) The Transfiguration, 9:2-8;
(d) The Descent from the Mount, 9:9-13; and
(e) The Epileptic Lad, 9:14-29-
The first two units will be dealt with in this
section, and the unit of material relating to the Transfigur
ation v/ill be taken up in the next section of this chapter.
Taylor regards 8:27-33 as a Story About Jesus and
accepts it as a story given in the tradition. He rejects the
classification of this account as a Legend by Dibelius and
Bultmann. He takes issue with the latter 's view that this
account is a Christian formation and the answer represents
the familiar Christian confession. He rejects Bultmann' s view
on the follov/ing grounds .
(1) The reference to the villages of Caesarea-Philippi by
a v/riter who so rarely gives place-names commands respect.
(2) There is no good reason why Jesus should not have
questioned his disciples, especially when He had been in
retirement .
33Taylor, Mark, p. 373-
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(3) Jesus did foresee His suffering. This is supported by-
sayings like Mark 9:12b, 31 and Luke 12:50.
(4) It is more difficult to explain the idea that 'Son of
Man must suffer' as without warrant in His teaching "...than
to accept the view that He thought creatively about the issues
of His ministry foreshadowed in the fate of the prophets, the
death of John, and the implacable hostility of the Jewish
34
hierarchy. "-^
(5) The question of Karl Holl, "Who from the primitive
community v/ould have dared to call the revered Kephas Satan?"*
still demands an answer.
"For these reasons," Taylor declares, "the decisive
ness of the confession of Peter and the teaching which follow-
36
ed claim recognition."-'-' It should not be assumed, the
commentator says, that this v/as the first time that the
disciples saw Jesus as the Messiah. The fact that they had
forsaken everything and followed Him, and the fact that they
had been with Him for a period of time show that they may have
had suspicions that Jesus could be the Messiah. But "the true
significance of this confession is that v/hat had been inchoate
3 6
and provisional nov/ became definite and irreversible."-^
Taylor thinks that in the Markan plan the new teaching con
cerning messianic suffering is more important than the
confession. He holds that the primary reference in 8:31, 9: 12b,
31, and 10:33f. is to Jesus Himself, although the thought of
^^Ibid., p. 375. ^^Ibid. ^^Ibid.
*Quoted by Taylor, Mark, p. 374.
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the messianic community is not excluded.
The commentator says that the answer of Peter to
Jesus' second question, "But who do you say that I am?"
certainly meant that Peter hailed Jesus as the One in whom
the hopes of Israel would be fulfilled.
He understands the prohibition of v. 30 as a counsel
of prudence in view of the possible political repercussions
of such a confession.
Taylor considers it probable that Jesus made several
attempts to familiarize His disciples v/ith the idea of mess
ianic suffering, hence 8:31, 9:31 and 10:33f. He believes
that Jesus was the first one to give expression to the concept
of a suffering Messiah. This new teaching of Jesus, the
commentator thinks, is based on a unique combination of the
idea of the Suffering Servant in Isa. 53 with that of the Son
of Man.
Taylor's comment on v. 32a is worth quoting as it has
a bearing on the question of the messianic se cret in Mark.
The statement (32a) that Jesus spoke the word plainly
is a comment on what has just been said, suggesting the
decisive character of the incident. Until now Jesus has
said nothing about His Messiahship, and by un junctions of
silence has prevented premature disclosures and con
fessions. He still charges His disciples not to make the
secret knov/n (v=30)� but speaks to them quite openly about
His Messianic destiny of suffering and death. This action
is intelligible if His convictions had been deepened
recently during His wanderings .37
Taylor accepts the accounts of Peter's outburst (v.
32b) and Jesus' reproof (v. 33) as authentic and lifelike.
Ibid., p. 379.
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He relates Peter's rebuke to the temptation of Jesus in the
wilderness, that of accepting the popularly expected messianic
role .
The commentator isolates a series of six sayings in
8:34 - 9:1. He believes that these are taken from a collec
tion of sayings. They are inserted at this point for topical
reasons. All these sayings have one theme in common, loyalty.
Taylor says that Mark has shown good editorial judgment by
inserting the first four sayings soon after Peter's confess
ion and the First Prophecy of the Passion because they belong
to such a period. The fifth saying (v. 38) is attached to the
rest because it illustrates the same theme. However, he
believes, that the reference to the eschatological Son of Man
suggests that it may belong to an earlier period. He ex
presses the same view on the sixth saying (9=1) on the speedy
coming of the Kingdom. He believes that it is inserted here
because it provides a transition to the story of the Trans
figuration. He regards all these sayings as originally spoken
by Jesus and probably at different times.
Taylor's interpretation of this section shows his keen
sense of historical judgment. He regards the whole section,
8:27 - 9s 1, as originating from Jesus. He is fully sensitive
to the context and structure of the passage. He enters
sympathetically and imaginatively into the spirit of the pass
age. His use of the Greek text, his constant reference of MSS
evidence, patristic evidence, and biblical evidence, and his
use of the history of interpretation - past and present -
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reveal his hermeneutical principles. He appears to be fully
alert to the theological significance of this passage in its
relation to Jesus' Messiahship and its character. Though he
expresses his opinions on certain minor points, such as his
reference to the phrase "after three days rise again" (v. 31)
as probably a later addition, on the whole his exegesis of
this section can be described as traditional. That is to say,
Taylor follows many of the principles of interpretation used
since the Reformation.
5) The Transfiguration of Jesus
- Mark 9:"2^
Taylor begins his discussion of this section by
confessing the presence of a very difficult problem in its
interpretation. He says that no one can claim to give a
satisfactory explanation of this incident.
Then he lists and discusses the pros and cons of four
prominent hypotheses. They are as follows.
(l) The historical character of the narrative is fully
affirmed by those who hold that it records a factual experi
ence in which the true form of Jesus was revealed to the three
disciples through the limitations of His humanity.
(2) It is interpreted as a legend or a symbolic story -
a Resurrection story which is read back into the earthly life
of Jesus .
(3) It is considered to be a record of a visionary experi
ence on the part of the disciples.
(4) It is interpreted purely symbolically to mean that
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Jesus is revealed as the heavenly Son of Kan in the glory of
His parousia to the three disciples who are the nucleus of
the eschatological conmunity.
He observes that no one of these explanations can be
accepted as the only true one. He thinks that the phrase
"after six days" (v. 2) and Peter's utterance (v. 5) point to
actual experience. But the appearance of Elijah and Moses,
the cloud, and the voice suggests a visionary character.
Taylor considers details like 'transfigured' (metamor
phosis) and the cloud as probably later additions to the
narrative under the influence of the primitive Christian
apocalyptic hope. He thinks that the challenge the story
makes is whether the essential form of Jesus was revealed.
In summary, he writes,
. . .while it is impossible to say exactly what happened
upon the mount, we may well believe that the confession of
8:29 was deepened and confirmed in an-incommunicable experi
ence of prayer and religious insight. -^^
His commentary on pp. 388-292 appears to be largely
an elaboration of the view just mentioned. For the commentator
regards "after six days" as pointing to Peter's confession in
8:29, the appearance of Moses and Elijah - the representatives
of the Lav/ and the Prophets - as a sign of Jesus' Messiahship,
Peter's desire to prolong the blessed experience as a probable
revolt against the idea of messianic suffering;, and the com
mand "...listen to him" (v. 7) as referring possibly to Jesus'
teaching concerning his messianic suffering.
Taylor, Mark . p. 388.
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Taylor writes, "A modern way of explaining the
experience would be to say that on the mountain there came to
the three disciples an oveirwhelming conviction that Jesus was
indeed the Son of God."-^^
The exegesis of Taylor emphasizes the importance of
the context in interpreting a given passage. It also empha
sizes the importance of accepting the historical character of
the narrative. This is clearly an example of his use of the
principle of historico-grammatical exegesis. The traditional
'canons of interpretation' described above^*^ are consistently
applied in interpreting this passage. What appears to stand
out in the treatment of this passage is the commentator's
humility and lack of dogmatism.
6) The Markan Apocalypse - Mark 13
Taylor calls Mark 13 "The Apocalyptic Discourse."
He gives a brief survey of critical opinion from the
time of T. Golani and W. Weiffenbach to the present (i.e.,
1966). He sums up his survey in these words:
It is now widely agreed that (1) the chapter is
composite and that with reasonable certainty the last
Markan modifications can be determined; that (2) doctrinal
and catechetical interests have affected the material
which Mark used; and that (3) genuine sayings of Jesus are
embedded in it and adapted to later conditions. Less
clearly perceived is (4) the importance of studying the
bearing of Lk.xxi on the formation of Mk. xiii.^l
The problem of Mark 13, according to Taylor, still is
hov/ far the tangled skein can be unravelled. This problem,
he thinks, is more than a mere critical puzzle. It has much
39 . Un
-^^Ibid., p. 392. ^""See pp. 42, 48 above.
4l
�^Taylor, Mark, p. 499.
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religious and historical importance.
The commentator suggests the following reconstruction
of Mark 13:
A. Signs Preceding the Parousia, vs. 5-8, 24-7;
B. Sayings on Persecution, vs. 9-13;
C. The Abomination of Desolation, vs. 14-23; and
D. Sayings and Parables on V/atchfulness , vs. 28-37.
He thinks that into the group A (vs. 5-8, 24-7), groups B
(vs. 9-13) and C (vs. 14-23) have been inserted by the Evangel
ist, with small consequent editorial additions. Group D (vs.
28-37), he claims, has been appended, the whole being preceded
by vs. If., and vs. 3f., to form the existing discourse.
He sees the following sections in Mark 13:
(a) On the Destruction of the Temple, vs. If.;
(b) The Question of the Four Disciples, vs. 2f.;
(c) Warnings against Deceivers, Wars, etc., vs. 5-8;
(d) Sayings on Persecution, vs. 9-13;
(e) The Abomination of Desolation, vs. 14-20;
(f) V/arnings against False Christs and Prophets, vs. 21-23;
(g) A Prophecy of the Coming of the Son of Man, vs. 24-27;
(h) Sayings and Parables on V/atchfulness , vs. 28-37.
Classifying (a) as a Pronouncement-Story, Taylor says
that it illustrates the insight of Jesus into the religious
and political conditions of His day.
He regards (b) as an introduction to vs. 5-37, possibly
originally to vs. 14-20, composed by I'ark himself on the basis
of tradition.
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On (c) he says that vs. 5-6 is a doublet of vs. 21-23,
and that vs. 7-8 are paralleled in vs. 24-25. He regards vs.
5-6 as belonging to a group of sayings connected with the
Parousia rather than the destruction of the Temple, and it is
not a part of the original reply to the disciples' question
in vs. 3-4. He believes that the use of an Aramaic source is
suggested in vs. 5-8.
He regards the sayings of (d) as topically arranged
but assigns v. 10, "And the Gospel must first be preached to
all nations," to Mark's insertion. He accepts vs. 9 and 11
as genuine logia of Jesus to start with, but says that Mark
4?
13s 9-13 is progressively colored by apocalyptic expectations.
According to Taylor (e) introduces a new topic in the
series of apocalyptic woes, namely, the appearance of 'the
Abomination of Desolation' , with the consequences that follow:
the necessity of instant flight, unprecedented horrors for
women and children, and a tribulation shortened in the mercy
43
of God for the sake of His elect. He takes v. 14a as re
ferring to Anti-Christ but adds that "...the mysterious terms
used, and parallel features shared with II Thess. 2: 3-10,
suggest that a manifestation of Anti-Christ in expected
44
historical events is contemplated. After a detailed
discussion of vocabulary and syntax, the commentator concludes
that "w. 19f . is an early homiletical expansion of genuine
logia in 15~l8. V/hat Jesus had said is interpreted in terms
Zi? Zj.3 LlU
Ibid., p. 510. ^Ibid., p. 511- Ibid
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of contemporary apocalyptic."^^
On the basis of what was said above on (c) Taylor
regards (f) as a doublet of vs. 5-6. He presumes that Mark
has taken them from two different sources or groups. He says
that vs. 21-23 are fuller than vs. 5-6 but the sayings in them
46
are less original. He thinks that v. 22 naturally follov;s
V. 20 and Mark or an earlier compiler has inserted the saying
of Jesus in v. 21. He regards v. 23 as clearly editorial.
As already noted, Taylor has connected (g) with (c).
He believes that originally vs. 5-8 and vs. 24-2? formed a
single unit which has been broken by the insertion of vs. 9-13
and vs. 14-23. He holds Mark 13:24-2? as a passage without
parallel in Mark which is based on Dan. 7:13. He thinks that
the present form of vs. 24-2? is "a distorted echo of His
(Jesus) v/ords." He is of the view
...that som.e early Christian teacher saw in vs. 24-2?
a sufficient resemblance to the teaching of Jesus to accept
the section as authentic tradition, whereas, in reality,
it is secondary and derivative .^7
Finally, Taylor considers (h) as a concluding series
of sayings and parables, somewhat artificially compiled by the
aid of catchwords, all dealing with the general theme of
watchfulness in view of the Parousia. The arrangement, he
says, betrays catechetical and practical interests. Authen
tic traditional material is adapted to enjoin v/atchfulness .
The parable in vs. 28-29, Taylor holds, is used by the compiler
^^Ibid., p. 515. ^^Ibid. ^"^Ibid., p. 519.
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for a purpose for which it was not originally intended. Of
V.30 he says, "A genuine saying has been adapted in the
interests of contemporary apocalptic" but "the presence of
the saying (v. 31) in its present context is due to compila-
tion... (and) therefore reflects didactic interests." He
assigns the present position of the third saying (v. 32) to a
compiler. He considers it to have been spoken with reference
to the Last Judgment and the Parousia and not with reference
to the destruction of Jerusalem. Accepting it as a genuine
saying, Taylor writes, "In modern times it is widely recog
nized that it is of the glory of the Incarnation that Christ
accepted those limitations of knowledge which are inseparable
from a true humanity." ^ He believes that v. 32 is out of
harmony v/ith the trend of vs. 5-31 and that it is probably
the answer to a question about the Judgment.
The commentator describes vs. 33-37 as an exhortation
v/hich introduces the parable of the Absent Householder (34-6).
The hearers are to be vigilant (v. 33) because they do not
know when the time is. He regards vs. 34-36 as "a homiletical
echo of several parables"*and v. 37 as referring to the readers
of Mark's day, for what is said to the four disciples (v. 4)
applies to all.
Thus Taylor considers Mark 13 as "a compilation formed
from different groups of sayings. "^^
An examination of his exegesis of Mark 13 on pp. 50O-
524 shov/s that the commentator consistently applies tradition-
^^Ibid., p. 521. ^^Ibid., p. 523- -^^Ibid., p. 515-
*Ibid., p. 524.
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al 'canons of exegesis'. But his evaluation of the passage
and his presuppositions, as for example, his thesis that much
of Mark 13 has been interpreted and adapted to the conditions
of Mark's day, do enter into and influence his hermeneutics.
7) The Resurrection of Jesus - Mark 16
Taylor takes l6:l-8 as a piece of self-contained
tradition. The detailed reference to the women in v. 1 after
the similar passages in 15:40 and 47 shows, he says, that
16: 1-8 stands apart from the Passion narrative proper, repre
senting a different cycle of tradition. He goes on to add
that the character and contents of 16:1-8 fully sustain his
thesis .
He regards 16:1-8 as a Markan construction on the
basis of tradition but not that of an eyewitness;. This
tradition, Taylor holds, consists of little more than an early
belief that the women had visited the tomb and found it empty,
and the part of the kerygma v/hich affirmed that Christ was
buried and rose from the dead on the third day.^^ He says
that this estimate of l6:l-8 is confirmed by (l) its vocabu
lary, v/hich almost wholly consists of common Markan words, and
(2) its contents. He does not find any sign of a Semitic
source apart from the quasi-technical phrase meaning 'when
the sabbath v/as past.'
Taylor finds the follov/ing difficulties in the narra
tive :
Ibid., pp. 602f.
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(l) The purpose of anointing with which the women come;
(2) The question about the stone v/hen two of them have
already watched the burial;
(3) The form and appearance of the young man on the right
side ;
(4) The verbal message which the women receive, especially
the commission given to them in v. 7; and
(5) The statement that they said nothing to anyone because
they v/ere afraid .
But he also notes its dignity and restraint as indicated by
the absence of any attempt to describe the resurrection itself
or to depict an appearance of the risen Christ as the later
accounts m the Gospels do.-'
Taylor considers the purpose of the women's visit to
the tomb to anoint Jesus' body (v. 1 ) as improbable. He
agrees with the accounts of Matthew and John, v/ho say that the
vjomen went to see the grave. In the light of this, he regards
V. 3 as dramatic and imaginative rather than historical. He
considers the temporal statement in v. 2 as difficult to
reconcile. Commenting on v. 4, he says that the restraint of
the Markan narrative is astonishing in that the empty tomb is
implied and not stated. He believes that although Mark's
narrative (v. 5) attests the primitive belief in the empty
tomb, the account is based not on direct testimony but is
imaginatively constructed. Taylor comments, "...without
Ibid., p. 603.
questioning the existence of supernatural beings, it is
probable that Mark's description is imaginative; he pictur
esquely describes what he believes happened . "^-^ The commen
tator regards the account of Jesus' resurrection in v- 6 as
a dramatization and not a narrative of things heard. He
regards v. 7 as a secondary addition made by Mark, though he
is aware that this suggestion is a conjecture. He considers
the reference to the silence of women (v. 8) as apologetic.
As to why Mark's Gospel ends at l6:8, Taylor writes,
"How the Gospel ended we do not know."^^
It is extremely difficult to find the hermeneutical
principles of the commentator that are operative in this
section. Though the usual 'canons of exegesis' are applied
as elsewhere in the commentary, his evaluation and presupposi
tions seem to affect clearly his exegesis. His characteriza
tion of this narrative as dramatic and imaginative appears
to color his exegesis throughout.
Along with many other scholars, Taylor regards Mark
16:9-20 as a later addition on both textual (M.SS evidence)
and internal (language and style) grounds.
Summary
As it was pointed out in the introduction to this
chapter, the presuppositions and results of the method of
form criticism are seriously taken into consideration by the
commentator. Therefore, his presuppositions and evaluation
Ibid., p. 607. -' Ibid., p. 609.
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of materials seem to constantly influence his hermeneutics at
various points.
His acceptance of the general trustworthiness of the
second Gospel as a historical as well as a religious writing
is evidenced in his treatment of each of the sections examined
in this chapter. Though he does not accept everything record
ed as historical, he does accept a substantial part of Mark as
historical .
Taylor's use of the Greek Testament, his constant
references to MSS traditions and patristic writings, his
awareness of the context and structure of a given passage,
his use of the meaning of terms and the significance of syntax,
his repeated reference to and use of other relevant Old and
Nev/ Testament passages in elucidating the meaning of a given
passage he is interpreting, his use of the views and opinions
of students of Mark and of other New Testament scholars and
commentators in their bearing on the passage he is interpret
ing, and his awareness and use of the theological significance
of a passage bear witness to and reveal his herm.eneutical
principles .
Chapter 4
THZ HSRICTEUTICS CF D . E. NINEHAM
Introduction
The aim of Nineham's commentary on the Gospel accord
ing St. Mark is in his own words:
first - in the Introduction - to give some account of
how the Gospel according to St. Mark came into being, and
to discuss briefly its character and purposes in the light
of its origins ; and then in the body of the work to show
some of the implications of all this for the understanding
of the successive sections of the Gospel.^
Thus in his introduction, v/hich he holds to be an
integral part of the commentary and without v/hich the commen
tary proper cannot be understood, he sets forth the follov/ing
presuppositions .
As to the origin of the Gospel according to St. Mark,
Nineham begins his discussion by asserting that the materials
in Mark's Gospel v/ere preserved during the period imniediately
after the lifetime of Jesus "entirely by word of mouth" and
"exclusively by Christians." He is convinced that the early
Christians expected the return of Jesus Christ during their
lifetime or within a generation or tv/o. Therefore, they v/ere
engaged in more practical tasks. They did not have either the
leisure or the aptitude "for antiquarian research into Christ's
D. S. Nineham, Saint Mark, The Pelican Gospel Com.'^-en-
taries (Baltimore: Penguin Socks, I963) , p. 1?.
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earthly life."^ He says that the early Christians had
definite motives for preserving the memory of Jesus' earthly
life but only for preserving memories "of certain special
kinds "-^ - memories which would persuade non-believers of
Jesus' supernatural status and help converts to realize him
fully as a living person and discover the implications of
their discipleship to him. Thus the circumstances in v/hich
the traditions about Jesus were preserved "exercised a strong
selective influence upon the character of what was preserved. "^
Further, the early Christians assum.ed, Nineham says, that the
heavenly Christ was still revealing new truths about himself.
So it v/as only natural for them to interpret their memories
of the earthly life of Jesus, and modify them on occasions or
even add to them in the light of these subsequent revelations.
Moreover, the early Christians, he believes, regarded Christ's
activity as the final saving activity of God to which the Old
Testament had pointed. Therefore, the prophecies of the Old
Testament must have had a formative influence on the traditions
preserved by the early Christians. Accordingly, the beliefs
and motives of the early Christians influenced the tradition
about Jesus v/hich they preserved.
This is not all. The character of that tradition
"v/as also determined by the particular circumstances in v/hich
it was handed dov/n."^ Nineham thinks that the tradition about
^Ibid., p. 18. ^Ibid., p. 19 - "Italics his."
^Ibid., pp. 19f. -^Ibid., p. 20. ^Ibid., p. 21.
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Jesus was handed dovm during the greater part of the oral
7
period "in the context of public and formal occasions . " ' This
had at least two important effects on the tradition. First,
the original "historical" order of the incidents or sayings
o
of Jesus was lost with the exception of the Passion narrative.
Second, because the traditions were handed on in a "public"
setting, personal details and eyewitness accounts were
gradually lost and stories assumed a stereotyped form. Fur
ther, another factor which influenced the tradition about Jesus
was the early Christians' attitude toward history. Their
beliefs and convictions about Jesus made them put into the
mouth of Jesus certain claims (e.g.. Son of God) even though
such claims were not in the original traditions. They did not
see any incongruity in doing this. They also assumed that the
sayings of Jesus must have had a universal significance because
he was, as they believed him to be, the Son of God. So they
modified the v/ords which Jesus spoke in early first century
Palestine in a particular situation to suit the situation of
Q
their own day. One example of this is the parable. Finally,
the commentator says, that all the materials of Mark v/ere
"community traditions" and that they could not have been
1 0
derived "directly" from St. Peter or any other eye-witness.
Nineham concludes that this was the manner in v/hich the
tradition about Jesus reached St. Mark.
''ibid.
g
The commentator has certain reservations on this.
See pp. 365ff.
^See later in this chapter, pp.76ff.
1 0
I'meham, op.cit., p. 27.
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This had certain implications for Mark's Gospel.
First, the order of the materials we now find in the second
Gospel is the work of Mark. Secondly, Mark's ov/n religious
and practical concerns (not historical interests) largely
controlled his "choice, arrangem.ent and presentation of
1 1
material and distribution of emphasis."
The commentator proceeds to discuss the "precise
religious needs" to which St. Mark addressed his Gospel and
"why he chose and arrange! his material in the particular way
12
he did." Nineham is convinced that Mark did not possess a
single overriding purpose in writing his Gospel. However,
certain beliefs and attitudes of the situation in which he
wrote his Gospel seemed to him to be vital. So he v/rote his
Gospel to give prominence to these. Nineham writes.
Indeed, it was presumably his feeling that these points
needed making about our Lord's life and work that led him
to break with the previous custom of the Church and commit
a number of the oral units to v/riting. ^3
Nineham then lists and discusses some of the more
"obvious and undisputed" concerns of St. Mark. They are the
following.
(1) St. Mark was not primarily concerned to prove that
Jesus was Messiah. This was taken for granted in the circles
in which he wrote.
(2) St. Mark seeks to answer two objections, viz., (a.) If
Jesus were the Messiah why did he not himself claim to be such
Ibid., p. 29. Ibid. ^-^Ibid., p. 30.
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during his lifetime? (b.) Why was his messiahship not fully and
enthusiastically recognized during his lifetime, especially
by his disciples? Mark answers these in a twofold way: (i.)
that Jesus had deliberately kept his messiahship secret until
at least just before his death, and(ii^ that the crowds, even
the disciples, did not recognize it. In other words, Nineham
believes that the theory of the messianic secret in Mark is
Mark's own product.
(3) St. Mark wrote his Gospel to meet the situation which
arose in his community because of the persecution and possible
martyrdom of many for the sake of Christianity. His is the
'martyr Gospel' .
(4) As a child of his own day, St. Mark believed in the
Jewish view of the great conflict between God and evil pov/ers
which involved God's having to send his agent or representa
tive to engage in a decisive battle v/ith those powers and re
establish his supremacy. Therefore, St. Mark sav/ the life
and work of Jesus as precisely accomplishing this victorious
v/arfare .
Hov/ did St. Mark v/rite his Gospel? Nineham ansv/ers ,
Being familiar v/ith a large number of separate stories
about our Lord, St. Mark selected those which v/ere specially
relevant to the circumstances of his particular community,
and he arranged and presented them so as to bring out the
truths about our Lord's life and work which he felt it most
vital for his fellov/-members in the community to grasp. 1^
Nineham declares that St. Mark v/rote a Gospel and not
Ibid., p. 34.
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a biography of Jesus. His purpose was theological and devo
tional. Therefore, the location of incidents at particular
points in the Gospel as v/ell as biographical information were
due to such considerations. However, certain incidents locate
themselves 'by; their content" at the point where Mark has placed
them. In other words, v/e should not try to locate the inci
dents and places found in Mark's Gospel either in the geo
graphy or in the history of Palestine in the early part of
first century A. D.
The commentator sees the Gospel as dividing sharply
into two parts at 8:26. Up to 8:26 the emphasis, he says, is
largely on the miraculous deeds of Jesus. After 8:31 the
emphasis is more on Jesus' teaching his disciples concerning
the nature of his messiahship. Between these two parts of the
Gospel cones the story of Peter's confession (8:27-30) which,
according to Nineham, is intended by Mark to contrast the
"opinion" of the world about Jesus "with the inner knov/ledge
of his disciples: and through his careful phrasing of the
story he seeks to show how such inner knov/ledge is arrived at."
Nineham regards Mark as the probable author of the
second Gospel though he believes that the question of author
ship is comparatively unimportant in viev/ of v/hat has been said
above, and that certainty with regard to the author is clearly
unattainable .
�'�^
Nineham favors a date "in the latter part of
the decade from 65 to 75"*for the writing of the second Gospel.
^^Ibid., p. 38. ^^Ibid., pp. 39f. *Ibid., 42.
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He takes Rome to be the most likely place v/here the Gospel
according to St. Mark originated.
The foregoing discussion is summarized by Nineham in
the following quotation:
. . .a Gospel is not a photographic panorama of the
whole of Christ's life, based on the personal recollections
of eye-witnesses, but a series of essentially independent
stories, each one of which v/as preserved, and to some extent
modified, in the context of the Church's life and v/orship
before its inclusion in the Gospel. In selecting, present
ing, and arranging his stories the Evangelist's aim was
practical, rather than directly biographical, and was
related to the special problems, needs, and aspirations
of the particular, persecuted. Gentile -Christian community
for which the Gospel was produced about three-quarters of
the way through the first century. The Evangelist, and
those who handled the tradition before him, have interpret
ed the material in terms of the outlook and thought-forms
of their own time, and the possibility is not excluded that
the Evangelist him.self may have introduced certain modifi
cations into the tradition in the process of writing it up
into a Gospel. 17
The upshot of the foregoing discussion is that one
cannot with certainty distinguish and say (by looking at a
given passage in the Gospel), 'This is pure history' and
'that is pure invention or interpretation.' In fact, the
historicity of most if not all parts of the Gospel material
cannot be isolated. But v/hat one can expect to find in it
"is a picture of Jesus' ministry which incorporates the
insight that had been vouchsafed to the apostolic and
1 8
immediately post-apostolic generations."
How can one benefit from the Gospel today? First of
all, Nineham says, he should seek to get the aid of all his
torical and critical enlightenment. Then v/ith this aid he
^"^Ibid., pp. 48f. -^^Ibid., pp. 51f.
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should grasp the meaning of the Gospel considered as a
spiritual message "addressed to the church for which it was
1 Q
originally written." He should seek to enter imaginatively
and sympathetically into the world and intentions of the
author. Only then will he expect to be able to find in it a
spiritual message for the Church of to-day.
Thus the hermeneutics of Nineham appears to involve
both his assumptions concerning the origins, character, and
purposes of the Gospel and the principles of interpretation
he spells out in the immediately preceding paragraph.
The seven passages from the Gospel according to St.
Mark will now by analyzed to discover Nineham's hermeneutics.
1 ) The Parable of the Sower and Its
Interpretation - Mark 4; 1-20
Nineham treats this segment in three parts, 4:1-9,
10-12, and 13-20, He accepts vs. 1-9 as editorial, but thinks
that the picture of a large crowd resulting in Jesus having
. . 20
to speak from a boat may well be based on good tradition.
He considers the "again" of 4:1 as resumptive and holds that
there is no real attempt to link up with 3:9 or any other
passage. In other words, Nineham takes 4:1-2 as an indepen
dent unit unrelated to any other passage. He relates the
term 'listen' (v.3) to Deut. 6:4 and says, "This word adds
solemnity and intensity of tone." Since Matthew and Luke do
not have this term in their respective accounts of the Parable
^^Ibid., p, 52, ^�Ibid., p. 134. ^^Ibid.
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of the Sower, Nineham appears to regard this as Mark's way of
seeing it "as emphasizing that the words of Jesus were the
word of God bringing true understanding to the receptive
22
hearer."^ He believes that this parable goes back to an
Aramaic original on 'good grounds' but does not indicate what
these grounds are .
In accordance with one of his assumptions stated above,
he asserts, "As the present placing of the parable is due to
St. Mark and the original context is lost, it is not easy to
23
be sure v/hat the parable originally taught." He rejects
many attempts to understand this parable in relation to the
kingdom of God as mere conjectures. The original intention
could possibly have been, he says,
. . .simply to give encouragement to the disciples in
face of the many disappointments and set-backs their sowing
of the seed was bound to meet, or even that it v/as to bring
home to the hearers the great responsibility that lay upon
them.^^
Nineham finds it difficult to accept the account of
parables found in 4:10-12. He quotes B. H. Branscomb's tv/o
reasons for this and adds tv/o of his ov/n:
(l) 'Had Jesus not wished outsiders to understand
certain teachings, the most obvious method v/ould have been
not to have dealt with those particular topics in public
discourse .
(2) 'Furthermore, the explanation advanced totally
misrepresents Jesus' attitude tov/ards the common people.
In contrast v/ith other teachers, he appealed to the
publicans and sinners, went to the multitudes v/ith his
message and thanked God that it was understood even by
' the babes ' 1 '
^^Ibid. ^^Ibid., p. 135- ^^Ibid.
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.(3) Such a view of parables conflicts v/ith v. 13 and
and V. 33 of this same chapter, both of which seem, in
different ways, to imply that the parables were meant to
be intelligible to any who had made the effort to under
stand them.
(4) Finally the words demand an understanding of
parables as enigmatic utterances .. .25
Nineham quotes with approval Branscomb's conclusion,
"It is plain that we have to do with a theological explanation
v/hich the early Church created."* He believes that the early
Church regarded the twelve and all those v/ho v/ere "gathered
round Christ in his Church" as the ones to whom the mystery
of the kingdom had been revealed (cf. "those who were about
Him with the tv/elve," v. 10), and the Jev/s who remained outside
the Church as those who were not predestined by God for sal
vation ("those outside" v- 11) and from whom therefore Jesus
2 6
had deliberately veiled the truth.
Nineham says that because the passage has several
touches in it which suggest an Aramaic, source and a Pales
tinian origin, it is probably not a pure invention by the
early Church, He thinks that the passage may v/ell have been
a reflection of Jesus concerning the responses to his ministry.
If this were the case Mark might have been misled by the
translation of the v/ords "everything is obscure..." in Aramaic
into Greek to mean "everything in parables" and applied this
to the parables and so included it in the context. He des
cribes this suggestion of his as an attractive conjecture.
It appears that the commentator virtually regards this
Ibid., p. 136. *Ibid., pp. 136f. ^^Ibid., p. 137-
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passage as a pure invention of the early Church. This
seems to be supported by his view that "v. 10 originally ran:
they asked him about the parable, i.e., they asked the mean
ing of the Sov/er Parable and that v. 13 followed immediately
� � 27
giving the ansv/er." ' He believes that the reported rebuke
of the disciples by Jesus (v. 13) assumes the intelligibility
of the parable. Therefore, the theory of the unintelligibi-
lity of the parables one finds in Mark cannot be accepted.
As to the interpretation of the Parable of the Sower
in vs. 14�20, Nineham considers it to be "an early Christian
creation. "^'''Along with C. H. Dodd, he views this passage as
"a sermon on the parable as text."^''
Nineham detects two lines of interpretation in Mark
4: 14-20: one thinks of a divine word sown in men to bring
forth fruit, and the other thinks of men themselves as seeds
sov/n by God. This confusion, he believes, along with Dodd,
shows the secondary character of the interpretation.
He also thinks that 'the word' in vs. l4, 15, 17, 18,
19. and 20 is a technical expression meaning 'the Gospel'
which also points to the later composition of this interpre
tation.
He says that the parable has lost its original
"eschatolofcical" bearing in the interpretation. It simply
becomes a warning and encouragement to Christians in condi
tions of persecution and v/orldly temptation. He applies this
Ibid., p. 139.
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to any Christian preacher. Even though he v/iil meet with dis
couragements and disappointments in his preaching, he may be
sure of abundant results from his labours.
Nineham's treatment of Mark 4:1-20 appears to be a
good example of the mixture of his presuppositions, evaluation,
and hermeneutical principles. It is difficult to say what
Nineham really thinks is the original intention of the parable.
He makes several suggestions but it is difficult to pinpoint
his interpretation of the parable, which in turn makes it
difficult to isolate his hermeneutics. Since his presupposi
tions and his hermeneutics operate side by side one cannot
merely single out his hermeneutical principles. His attempt
to enter 'sympathetically and im.aginatively ' into the world
and intentions of the author to bring out the meaning of the
passage appears to be the basic hermeneutical principle in
volved here .
2) The Healing of the Man v/ith an
Unclean Spirit - Mark 5 ? 2-20
Nineham believes that the original form of the story
may have ended at verse 15. He considers vs. 12-13 to be a
later addition, along with vs. 16-1? and 18-20.
The prim.ary point of this story in its earlier form,
says Nineham, is
to stress the overv/helming power available to Jesus
in his contest v/ith the demonic pov/ers, no doubt v/ith the
idea of provoking the same sort of question as that with
which the previous story ended: 'Who can this be that such
immense divine pov/er is at his disposal? '28
^^Ibid., p. 150.
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On his assumption that this story must have passed
through a num.her of stages, receiving further significance
at each stage, to arrive at its present form, Nineham
suggests the following lines of interpretation for St. Mark:
(1) The fact that the evil spirits entered the swine
showed that they had been cast out. This confirmed the
reality of the miracle.
(2) The mischief caused by the evil spirits by enter
ing the swine was evidence enough of the divine imm.ensity
of Jesus' power.
(3) In viev/ of vs. 18-20, the story may have been
invented to explain the Christianization of the C-entile
area and also perhaps provided support for the Gentile
mission of the early Church.
(4) Thev story may have been viev/ed as fulfilling Ps .
68:629
Nineham says that Mark saw a great significance in
this story in relation to 4:35-41. In these two stories Mark
saw the fulfilment of Old Testament prophecy (4:35-41 cf. Ps .
65:7 and 55lff' of. Ps . 68:6). So he placed them one after
another to show that "if Jesus displayed the ability to do
both these things, is it not plain that his po-zer is divine?"
As to whether the incident actually happened Nineham
agrees with a statement of J. M. Creed that "it is not pro
fitable to attempt rationalizing versions as to v/hat may have
occurred ."-^^The history and character of the story, he says,
makes it difficult to accept it as an actual occurrence.
In other words, Nineham appears to be saying that the
miracle as such did not occur but either Mark or som.eone be-
^^Ibid., pr:. I5O-I52. ^^Ibid . , p. 152
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fore Mark made up the story on the basis of Old Testament
prophecy, viz., Ps. 68:6. Mark included it in his Gospel
because of its juxtaposition to 4:35-41. According to Nineham
this is a popular story told in the style of Jewish exorcisms.
Nineham's comments on terms and phrases v/hich follow
(pP' 153-155) reveal the use of Greek, his understanding of
grammatical structure, his application of the tool of textual
criticism, his free use of cross references to both the Old
and the Nev/ Testaments, and his references to men like Light-
foot (p. 151), J' Creed (p. 152), Jeremias (p. 154) seem
to place him within the company of those who belong to v/hat
Bernard Ramm calls "Protestestant Biblical Interpretation,"
i.e., those who interpret the Bible within the tradition of
the Reformation. Hov/ever, as the above analysis seeks to
indicate, his hermeneutics is often influenced by his pre
suppositions and evaluation. Though he does seek to set forth
the significance of this story for Mark and his contemporaries,
his approach to this material seems to be largely governed by
his assumptions. ^/hat Nineham notes elsev/here in his comm.en-
tary appears to be relevant at this point:
St. Mark's viev/ of these demonic forces v/as entirely
realistic; v/here v/e, if we had been there, should have heard
simply the half-inarticulate cries of a man in an epileptic
seizure, St. Mark thinks of a demon inside the man who,
because it belongs to the supernatural world, is av/are of
our Lord's true identity and tries, by giving expression to
his knov/ledge, to rob our Lord of his pov/er... 31
Ibid . , p. 45.
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3) The Feeding; of the Five Thousand
- Mark 6; 33-44
Nineham treats Mark 6:30-52 together under the title,
"The Return of the Disciples And Tv/o Nature Miracles." He
treats them to-ether because, he says, "St. Mark has deli
berately (and artificially) combined them, and clearly intend
ed them to be interpreted in connection v/ith each other. "-^^
Only the Feeding of the Five Thousand will be considered in
this chapter.
First of all, Nienham makes tv/o observations : (a .) That
Mark did not primarily understand this as a 'v/onder' miracle;
for the expression of amazement is not a part of this story,
and(b.) that neither the disciples nor the multitude under
stood the significance of the miracle at the time of its per
formance. It v/as only after their eyes had been opened at
Caesarea Philippi (8:27ff.), or even perhaps after the
resurrection and the gift of the Spirit, that the disciples
understood its significance.
Then he suggests the following lines of interpretation
for this story.
(1) The members of the early Church understood this miracle
in the light of the Christian Eucharist. From their standpoint
the apostles' original lack of understanding seemed v/ilful and
sinful blindness (v. 52) .
(2) The early Church also viewed this as a fulfilment of
Ibid., p. 177.
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the Law and the Prophets - cf. Ex. l6 and Num. 11 and II Kings
4:42-44 - in the miraculous provision of abundant food in the
wilderness. It indirectly pointed to Jesus' messiahship.
(3) They believed that Jesus may have intended it to be an
anticipation, miore or less sacramental in character, of the
future Messianic Banquet. This, the cor.r-p.sntator thinks, may
have been the original significance of the incident.
(4) Since the actions of Jesus as described by Mark here
are exactly the sane as his actions at the Last Supper (Mark
l4:22 cf. I Cor. ll:23f.), the early Church interpreted the
story "as an anticipation of the Last Supper and the Eucharist."
Nineham refers to John 6 as an example of tliis line of inter
pretation.
In so far as these lines of interpretation go, we can
fairly observe Nineham's hermeneutics. He has sought to show
what Jesus might have meant by this incident, how Mark seemed
to have understood the miracle and what meaning(s) it had for
the early Church. We may also observe the commentator's use
of other Scripture passages, his awareness of the context of
the passage, his use of the comments of other interpreters,
and his understanding of the Eucharist in this passage as he
seeks to interpret it.
But when he evaluates the passage to determine v/hether
the reported miracle has actually happened the v/ay Mark des
cribed it to have happened, he seems to allov/ his presupposi
tions to influence his exegesis. For instance, he agrees with
the suggestion of V.'sllhausen that the numbers may have been
-Ibid., p. 17V.
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exaggerated, and of Schweitzer that the meal was of a sacra
mental character, each person receiving only a small fragment
of bread. He thinks that the phrase "and were satisfied"
iv.kZ) and the account of the miraculous multiplication of
bread were not original.
The commentator views the expressions 'a lonely place'
(v. 35). 'the green grass' (v. 39), etc., as 'little more than
stage scenery.' Commenting on vs. 30-33 he writes, "These
verses may contain scraps of tradition, but in the main they
seem to be a composition by the Evangelist, designed to link
the feeding with what has gone before."-^-^
Prof. A. T. Hanson, in his continuing debate with
Nineham on the latter' s treatment of the Gospel materials in
his commentary on St. Mark writes,
. . .as one reads it with care one gradually becomes
aware of an unexamined assumption lying behind it which
profoundly affects the treatm.ent of the material and the
author's view of Christian origins. This assumption is
that virtually no trustworthy historical information can
have survived the "oeriod of oral transmission.
4) The Confession of Peter and Its
Sequence - Mark 8; 2? - 9TT
Nineham takes Mark 8:27-9:1 as a segment which he
entitles, "The Recognition of the truth about Jesus and about
suffering." He regards this segment as marking the opening of
a new section of the Gospel. As mentioned in the introduction
to this chapter, the concern of the first section up to 8:26
^^Ibid., p. 182.
34
Anthony T. Hanson, "The Quandary of Historical
Scepticism," Vindications . ed. Anthony Hanson (London:
SCM Press, 1966), p. 75� Underlined words in italics.
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is the identity of Jesus, 'who then is this that he can do
such things?' The answer to that question is found in 8:27-30
and the verses that immediately follow - that Jesus is the
Messiah and that the character of Jesus' messiahship is not
according to popular expectations of a political deliverer,
but as the suffering servant of the Lord.
An examination of Nineham's exegesis of this passage
on pp. 223-232 reveals sound hermeneutical principles. He is
well aware of the context and situation of the passage. He
understands the passage as it stands viz., in its literal
sense. He refers to relevant Old and New Testament passages
which have a bearing on the understanding of this passage. He
draws upon the works of other commentators on the passage. He
discusses the meaning and implications of messiahship and
suffering. Thus as already mentioned earlier, Nineham's her
meneutical principles as evidenced by his exegesis of 8:27 -
9:1 are 'traditional.'
But Nineham brings to bear his assumptions on this
passage. For he regards this passage as a Marcan construction
out of separate items of tradition and goes on to indicate
why did Mark construct it:
(1) That although the answer to the question posed in
the first section of the Gospel may be, indeed must be, put
in the form: 'Jesus is the Messiah', that is only the true
answer if the title Messiah is understood in the sense of
Jesus' self -designation Son of Man as implying the necessity
of redemptive suffering and death;
(2) That the disciples' failure to understand Jesus |
teaching on the subject of suffering is only another mani
festation of the hardening of their hearts and of their
domination by the power of Satan and the values of this
world . . . ;
8?
(3) The story is not so much intended to describe
faithfully what happened on the first occasion when Jesus
was recognized as to show what is essentially involved and
demanded whenever such a recognition takes place. 35
No commentator can ignore the significance of this
passage for what since the turn of the century has come to be
called 'the messianic secret' in Mark. That is, Jesus kept
the revelation of his messiahship secret during the earlier
part of his ministry. It was only after the disciples ac
knowledged his messiahship. (8:27ff.) that he began to teach
them the nature of his messiahship. But he used great reserve
even then. Further, he did not himself use the title 'Messiah'
but spoke of himself as 'the Son of Man.'
Accordingly, Nineham seeks to interpret this passage.
But his view is that the messianic secret is Mark's own cre
ation. As mentioned earlier, Nineham holds that Mark was not
primarily concerned to prove that Jesus was the Messiah. This
was already taken for granted by him and his contemporaries.
But what Mark does is to absolve Jesus of any criminal charge
in Jewish eyes except of having claimed to be the Messiah, and
to show that the suffering and death of the Messiah were
ordained by God as a necessary prelude to his present glory
and his speedy return in power. -^^
But, Nineham says, Mark had to face a more problematic
concern, viz . ,
if Jesus was indeed the Messiah, why did he not claim
the title earlier and more outspokenly, and why was his
messiahship not more fully and enthusiastically recognized
^%ineham, Mark, p. 22?. ^^See pp. 72f. above.
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during his earthly life, at any rate by his disciples?^'
Nineham holds that Mark answered that question in a twofold
way: (1) that Jesus had deliberately sought to keep the fact
of his messiahship secret, at any rate until just before his
death, and so had promptly silenced any demons or human beings
who recognized him (cf. 1:34, 5�43, etc.) and (2) that the
crowds - and even the disciples - had displayed an almost
incredible obtuseness with regard to what they heard and saw
(cf. 8:17-18), an obtuseness which St. Mark, following a
common Old Testament idea, regarded as divinely ordained (cf.
Isa. 6:9f., cf. Mark 4!l0-12) .
Since Nineham regards this passage as Markan con
struction out of separate items and tradition, his interpreta
tion of it is in the light his theory that the messianic se
cret in Mark is the creation of Mark.
The commentary shows that Nineham applies his theory
of Marcan messianic secret to various passages, including the
one before us. He applies this to explain Jesus' baptism
(l:10f.),-^^ the opening of the public ministry of Jesus (1:
l4f.),-^^ the healing of the man with with an unclean spirit
(1:21-28),^*^ the purpose of parables (4:10-12),^^ Jesus'
42
command concerning Jairus' daughter (5�43), Jesus' command
to the blind man of Bethsaida (8:26),^-^ Jesus' preference of
the designation 'Son of man' over the title Messiah (8:30ff.),
and Jesus' question concerning 'the son of David' (12:35-37^).
-^'''Nineham, op.cit. p. 31' ^^Ibid., p. 61.
^^Ibid., p. 68. ^�Ibid., p. 76. ^^Ibid., p. 13I.
^^Ibid., p. 162. ^^Ibid., p. 220. ^^Ibid., p. 231.
^5ibid.
, pp. 330f .
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In keeping v/ith his assumption of the Marcan cons
truction of this section, Nineham regards the expressions
"the elders and chief priests" (8:31), "take up his cross"
(8:34), and "and the gospel's" (8:35) as pointing to later
formulation of the passage by the early Church rather than
as spoken by Jesus himself.
5) The Transfiguration of Jesus
- Mark 9:2-8
Nineham's title for this section, "The Transf i^-uration
- The Truth About Jesus Confirmed" shows the way he understands
the Transfiguration of Jesus. In the light of the context, he
regards the Transfiguration as generally signifying for Mark
the confirmation of the disciples' confession of Jesus as the
Messiah; for in the Transfiguration Jesus appears in his
messianic glory. Also Mark saw the confirmation of Jesus'
view as the suffering Messiah - a confirmation given by God
Himself to the effect that the suffering of the Messiah was
v/ell pleasing to God.
The commentator believes that "a glimpse of Jesus in
that final state of Lordship and glory to which he would even-
46
tually be exalted" was vouchsafed to the three disciples.
This is borne out by the reference to Elijah and Moses, v/ho,
"as the tv/o great representatives of the Law and the Prophets,
v/ho, by their presence v/ith Jesus as he comes, testify to him
47
as the true Christ." ' Ke believes that the symbol of the
Ibid., p. 234. ^Ibid., p. 235-
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cloud and the voice out of the cloud are aimed at pointing
out the uniqueness of Jesus.
Nineham's exegesis of this passage reveals several of
his hermeneutical principles. He interprets the passage in
the light of its context. He draws upon other biblical pass
ages, such as Ex.24: 16; r.'Ial.4: 5f . ; Phil. 3:21, Rev. 4:4, etc.
to understand the significance of this passage. He brings to
bear upon his exegesis the exegeses of others, such as B. V/.
Bacon and G. H. Boobyer. His understanding of the Transfigur
ation as signifying a foreshadowing of Jesus' parousia and
his understanding of the significance of the appearance of
Elijah and Moses reveal the principle of theological exegesis.
Above all his effort to see this passage as Mark saw it reveals
Nineham's sympathetic and imaginative identification with Mark.
However, when Nineham begins to evaluate the passage
he is interpreting, it becomes increasingly difficult to see
what he really means by his exegesis. For example, he regards
the reference to "a high mountain" (v. 2) as symbolical and
not literal. He writes, "Speculation about the identity of
the mountain is quite idle. Very possibly St. Mark himself
48
had no ideas on the subject..." Nineham believes that by
the time this story reached Mark some of it was already obscure
to him. Nineham cites the opening statement "after six days"
49
as an example of this. ^
^^Ibid., p. 237. ^^Ibid., p. 233.
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6) The Markan Apocalypse - Mark 13
Nineham names this chapter thus: "The Future Foretold:
Suffering V/ill Lead To Glory." He begins with the observation
that Mark 13 "is the only place in the Gospel where we hear of
our Lord delivering a long, consecutive speech on a single
topic," which he attributes to Mark's method.-^^ He asserts
that we can only understand this section properly when v/e put
ourselves in the position of the original readers in the last
third of. the first century. For they knew many of the things
mentioned in this chapter from their bitter personal experi
ence (e.g., vs. 6-8, 9-13, 21-22?, and 14-20) and the des
truction of Jerusalem and the Temple had already very likely
taken place. Their familiarity with apocalyptic literature,
such as the book of Daniel, and farewell discourses such as
Gen. 48:21ff. or Deut. 31:28ff., and 32 had prepared them for
"just the kind of speech here attributed to our Lord."-^
Nineham believes that Mark 13 combines characteristics
of both types of literature just mentioned. Therefore, it
must be seen in the light of this background.
He also observes that the position of Mark 13 is note
worthy. As chapters 14 and 15 had already existed in some
form before the Gospel was composed, so Mark used this
section (i.e., ch. 13) "as the climax to that whole part of
the Gospel he was responsible for com.posmg . "�^-'^ "As such,"
^�Ibid., p. 339. ^-^Ibid. ^^Ibid. ^^Ibid., p. 3^1.
92
Nineham writes, "it (Mark .13) brings out the infinite singi-
ficance the Evangelist saw in the events of the ministry,"-'^
Chapter 13 also follows immediately chapter 12 (especially
vs. 1-11, 12 and I3), with its implied threat to Jesus which
will deepend in chapters l4 and 15 � Mark inserts this dis
course with its promise of ultimate glory and triumph in
between in order
to set the sombreness of the Passion in its true
perspective, and... to be kept in mind throughout our
reading of the next two chapters. The suffering thereat-
described is but the path to the glory predicted here. ^
Another feature of the this discourse, says Nineham,
is its secrecy. It is given "privately" (v.3) to the four
disciples, who, according to Mark, have been longest with Jesus.
This is in accordance with Marcan practice, the commentator
says, as in 4:10-12, 7il7ff., 9*11-13 and 10:10-12.^^
Nineham declares that the inconsistencies found in
the discourse make it difficult "to give a single coherent
exposition of the discourse as a whole"-^' and so he believes
in a number of written and oral sources for Mark 13.
With these introductory remarks, Nineham sets forth
what he terms "the following widely accepted scheme" of the
chapter for his analysis.
1-4 Introduction to the discourse proper.
5-27 The Discourse
(i) 5-13 Miseries which will precede the last days.
(a) w.5-8 which seem to go back to some Jewish,
or Jewish-Christian, apocalyptic document. (b)
^^Ibid. ^^Ibid. ^^Ibid., p. 342. ^''ibid.
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vv.9-13 a group of sayings of Jesus, in its
present form compiled by the Evangelist.
(ii) 14-23 The last days. This section reproduces a
pre-Marcan document, clearly distinct from:
i(a), together with a number of additional say
ings .
(iii) 24-27 The end. Another pre-Harcan document,
possibly originally the continuation of: i(a) .
28-37 A Supplement, consisting of originally indepen
dent sayings designed to set all the above in
its true perspective for Mark's original reader
Nineham's exegesis of Mark 13 which is found on pp.
343-362 seems to reveal more or less the same hermeneutical
CO
principles as pointed out earlier.-'^ But as elsewhere, and
more clearly here in Mark I3, his evaluation of the materials
as well as his presuppositions enter into his exegesis. Be
cause of this it is increasingly difficult to isolate his
hermeneutical principles and his presuppositions.
7) The Resurrection of Jesus - Mark I6
Nineham declares that the interpretation of L'.ark I6:
1-8 "necessarily presupposes some answer to the question
whether they v/ere originally intended as the conclusion of
the Gospel. "^*^ So he enters into a discussion and evaluation
of various solutions offered by others and cautions that "it
v/ill be clear that in the present state of knov/led.^e no
completely satisfactory solution of this problem is possible.
Ke adopts the theory that Mark l6:l-8 "can be seen to be a
62
perfectly legitimate ending to the Gospel." He believes
^^Ibid., p. 343. ^^See pp. 86, 90 above.
^�Kineham, op.cit. p. 439. ^^Ibid., p. 441. ^^Ibid
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that Mark 16:1-8
makes the essential point of Jesus' resurrection with
all necessary emphasis, and shows, in the reaction of the
women (v. 8), the amazement and holy awe which the news of
the resurrection must always arouse in those who really
understand its import. o3
Examining the material of l6:l-8, Nineham says,
Though clearly based on traditional material, this
section more than most owes its final form and wording to
the Evangelist; in particular the introduction of v, 7 into
the context may be due to him."^
Later on in the commentary he thinks of the whole v. 7 as a
later insertion into the tradition by Mark.^^
His exegesis of the passage is based on his view that
Mark l6:l-8 is intended to be the conclusion of the Gospel.
His interpretation of the passage phrase by phrase in pp.
44-3-448 appear to reveal several of his hermeneutical princi
ples. The application of textual criticism to the passage,
the awareness of the context and setting of the passage, the
use of or reference to other Scripture passages which in the
opinion of the commentator have a bearing on the interpreta
tion of this passage, the bearing of the interpretation of
others in the past and at present, the meaning and significance
of the Resurrection of Jesus - all these are revealed.
Nineham declares that "St. Mark clearly attests belief
in the bodily resurrection of Jesus, but probably did not
think that the experience of the women which he describes
was the original basis of that belief ."^^
Like most scholars today, Nineham regards Mark 16:9-20
^^Ibid. ^Ibid., p. 443. ^^Ibid., p. 447.
^^bid., p. 448.
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as a second century appendix to the Gospel for the following
three reasons:
(1) Some of the best MSS of Mark end at l6:8; other MSS
agree with them in omitting vs. 9-20 but have an alternate
ending;
(2) Both Eusebius and Jerome (4th century A.D.) testify
that the verses were wanting in all the best MSS known to
them;
(3) The style and vocabulary of 19:9-20 sharply differ
from those of the rest of the Gospel.
Summary
The foregoing analysis has shown that Nineham's hermeneu
tics has the following elements in it.
He has used, what he himself calls, "the aid of all
the historical and critical enlightenment"^*^ to grasp the
meaning of the Gospel considered as a spiritual message
"addressed to the Church for which it was originally written. "
^
He has sought to enter imaginatively and sympatheti
cally into the world and intentions of St. Mark.
He has applied his assumptions concerning the origins,
character and purposes of the second Gospel to his exegesis of
each of the selected i)assages.
He has also used several of the traditional principles
of interpretation: the use of the fruits of textual criticism
on his exegesis was seen, for example, in connection with his
^"^Ibid., p. 52. ^^Ibid. , "Italics his."
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treatment of Mark 5:1-20; the use of the principle of his
torico-grammatical exegesis was seen in all of his comments
on selected terms and phrases under each of the sections
examined; the use of the principle of interpreting Scripture
"by Scripture was seen with reference to several sections, e.g.,
Mark 5*1-20; the use of the principle of theological exegesis
was observed in his exegeses, as for example Mark 9:2-9; and
the repeated use of the interpretations of others where they
have a bearing upon his own interpretation of a given passage
was noted on several occasions, e.g., Mark 5''l-20 and 9*2-9.
It may be observed that given Nineham's presuppositions,
as summarized in the introduction to this chapter, one may have
little difficulty in accepting his exegesis of the Gospel ac
cording to St. Mark.
Chapter 5
A COMPARISON OF THE HERMENEUTICS OF RAWLINSON,
TAYLOR, AND NINEHAM
Introduction
An attempt is made in this chapter to compare the
hermeneutics of the three commentators who were analyzed in
the preceding three chapters. The first part of the chapter
will deal with a comparison of general matters, viz., the use
of form criticism, priority of Mark's Gospel, sources of Mark,
authorship of Mark, and purposes of Mark. The later part will
compare the three commentators' approach to each of the seven
sections of Mark's Gospel selected for this study. The
chapter will conclude with a summary.
Use of Form Criticism
The analyses have shown that all the three commentators
approach the Gospel according to St. Mark from the standpoint
of form criticism. Rawlinson's commentary was first published
in 1925, Taylor's in 1952, and Nineham's in 1963. It was
indicated that Rawlinson's was probably the first commentary
to take into consideration the conclusions of form criticism
in their bearing on the exegesis of Mark's Gospel. Taylor's
monumental work takes into consideration the spate of litera
ture on the second Gospel published up to 1952 (in the second
edition up to I966) and seeks to interpret Mark's Gospel from
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a form critical standpoint. Nineham's commentary seems to
have gained the reputation of being the first popular form
critical commentary on the Gospel according to St. Mark.
Taylor lists Rawlinson's commentary as one of the
valuable commentaries to which he is especially indebted.^
He says that Rawlinson's commentary was the first one to give
adequate treatment to vital questions of introduction.^ His
use of Rawlinson's views on almost every page of his commen
tary bears ample witness to this. Taylor lists Nineham's
commentary in his 'Select Bibliography' but does not seem to
use it elsewhere in the commentary.
Nineham writes:
The great modern English commentary on the Greek text,
to which every page of this book is indebted even though
the general approach and conclusions are rather different,
is that by Dr. Vincent Taylor... 3
His constant use of Taylor's views in his commentary substan
tiates this statement.
Nineham also lists Rawlinson's commentary first under
"other important commentaries - all on the English text..."
He also refers to Rawlinson's views throughout his commentary.
It will be of interest to note the opinions of review
ers of each of these commentaries. The opinion of a reviewer
of Rawlinson's commentary has already been referred to earlier.
Richard Heard, who reviews Taylor's commentary, calls
the latter' s commentary, "A Form Critical Commentary" and
Taylor, Mark . p. vi. Ibid., p. 12.
Nineham, Mark . p. 12. Ibid. -'^Chapter 2, p. 9.
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writes I
...although Dr. Rawlinson's commentary on the English
text in the twenties made allusion to the work of the Form
Critics, there has been no serious and detailed examination
of their views so far in any English commentary. Dr.
Taylor's new commentary on the Greek text of Mark, written
on the ample scale of earlier MacMillan commentaries, has
therefore, a double importance, for its value as an up-to-
date and scholarly commentary on the Greek text, and for
the detailed exposition of Dr. Taylor's views on the
historical value of the Gospel in the light of Form criti
cism."
Anthony Hanson writes of Nineham's commentary j
Nineham gives us for the first time a commentary
deliberately following the methods and conclusions of
Rudolf Bultmann, thus we are able for the first time in
English to contemplate the consequences of the application
to Mark's Gospel�of the methods of the foremost exponent of
Form Criticism. '
Priority of Mark's Gospel
All the commentators accept the priority of the Gospel
according to St. Mark in the Synoptic tradition.
Rawlinson writes:
It is the one absolutely assured result of a century
of learned discussion with regard to the origin and mutual
relations of the Four Gospels that Mark's is the oldest
written Gospel which we possess, if only for the reason
that the compilers of Mt and Lk made use of it as one of
their sources."
Taylor writes :
Significant of the stability of critical opinion is
the fact that in a modern commentary, it is no longer
necessary to prove the priority of Mark. The extensive
parallels to Mark in Matt. (90 per cent of Mark's verses)
and in Luke (over 50 per cent), the high average of verbal
agreement (about 51 per cent in Matt, and 53 per cent in
Luke), the relative agreement in order, the stylistic and
'Church Quarterly Review. CLIII (1952), 392.
Hanson, Vindications , p. 74.
Rawlinson, Mark, p. xv.
100
grammatical improvements in the later Gospels, the soften
ing or omission of bold Markan statements, and the vivid
character of Mark's Story, all combine to make it certain
that Mark is our earliest Gospel used as a source by
Matthew and Luke.�
Nineham writes:
As most readers will know, when St. Matthew and St.
Luke were writing they both had copies of Mark in front of
them and incorporated almost the whole of it into their
Gospels
Sources of Mark
Rawlinson holds that Mark depended upon a Roman source
for the teaching of Jesus which he designates as Q , 'Petrine*
reminiscence, and the General Apostolic Tradition to compile
his Gospel.
Taylor holds that Mark used several sources in writing
his Gospel. He identifies these sources as follows:
(1) Groups of Narratives and Sayings formed on the basis of
existing tradition;
(2) Groups of Narratives based on Personal Testimony, pro
bably that of Peter; and
(3) Groups of Narratives topically arranged, consisting of
12
Sayings and Pronouncement stories.
Nineham holds that all the materials of Mark were
"community traditions" and that they could not have been
13
derived "directly" from St. Peter or any other eye-witness.
^Taylor, Mark . p. 11. Nineham, Mark, p. 11.
^^See chapter 2, p. 10. "'�^See chapter 3. P-37.
13See chapter 4, p. 71*
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Authorship of Mark
Rawlinson is convinced that the framework and arrange
ment of materials in the second Gospel are the work of Mark
but the materials themselves were derived from tradition.
Taylor holds that though Mark wrote with the pen of a
Roman Christian, and though he shared many of the interests
with the Church of his day, he has neither recast nor obscured
the historic tradition. Mark's Jesus, he says, is the Jesus
of Galilee. Mark's Gospel is not just a transcript of the
recollections of Peter. It reproduces much more materials
from the tradition, especially Roman tradition.
Nineham thinks that the order of the materials as they
are now found in the second Gospel is the work of Mark. He also
believes that Mark's own religious and practical concerns (and
not historical interests) largely controlled his "choice,
arrangement, and presentation of material and distribution of
14
emphasis . "
Purposes of Mark
As has been noted earlier, Rawlinson sees several
strands in the purpose of the second Gospel. He holds that
it was written for didactic, apologetic, and evangelistic
reasons as well as to account for the rise of Christianity.
Taylor holds that the motives which led Mark to write
were the delay of the parousia, the passing away of eye
witnesses, and the desire to preserve the oral teaching of
See chapter 4, p. 72.
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the primitive communities. In addition, apologetic, litur
gical, catechetical, and doctrinal motives must have guided
Mark to write his Gospel.
Nineham finds a series of concerns to which Mark
addressed his Gospel. They are: (l) Mark did not seek to
prove the Messiahship of Jesus; (2) Mark sets up a theory of
messianic secret; (3) his is the 'martyr Gospel'; and (4) he
sets forth Jesus as the victorious representative of God over
evil powers .
It appears that Rawlinson and Taylor are in general
agreement concerning the foregoing matters while Nineham
seems to radically differ from them both. Rawlinson and
Taylor accept the Gospel according to St. Mark as an histori
cal as well as religious writing. But Nineham seems to
regard it only as a religious writing.
The Commentators' A-pproach to the
Seven Sections of Mark's Gospel
Selected for This Studv
The commentators' approach to each of the seven
selected sections of the second Gospel will now be compared.
Their agreements and differences will be indicated. At this
point, many of the traditional canons of exegesis referred to
in the preceding chapters may be listed before proceeding
further :
(l) The bearing of textual criticism to determine the true
text?
(2) The bearing of historical criticism to set a given
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passage in its proper setting;
(3) The use of biblical languages;
(4) The use of the grammatico-historical exegesis;
(5) The use of the principle of interpreting Scripture by-
Scripture;
(6) The use of the principle of theological exegesis; and
(7) The use of the bearing of the history of interpreta
tion - past and present - upon the passage being interpreted.
The analysis has shown that not all of these prin
ciples of interpretation were operative in each of the seven
sections from Mark's Gospel examined. But each commentator
applies at least some of these principles in interpreting a
given passage.
1) The Parable of the Sower
and Its Interpretation
It v/as seen that while Rawlinson accepts the authen
ticity of the Parable of the Sower in 4:2-9, he finds it
difficult to attribute vs. 10-12 and 13-20 to Jesus. He
regards the later passages as reflecting early Christian
exgesis. He believes that the parable as originally uttered
by our Lord may have emphasized the responsibility of the
hearers. It may also be a reflection of Jesus himself about
his work as a prophet and teacher in which ease it points to
the assurance of enough success, in the midst of disappoint
ments, "to make the work abundantly worthwhile." He goes on
to say that this meaning was applied to the missionaries of
Christianity in apostolic days in the face of apparent
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failure. Thus he reveals his twofold hermeneutical principle:
to uncover the primitive meaning of the parable, and to
determine its application to the contemporary Church in Rome.
Besides, his treatment of 4:1-20 reveals his evaluation and
critical appraisal of the materials fotmd therein.
Taylor accepts 4:1-20 as substantially historical �
that is, as originating from Jesus himself, although parts of
it, especially vs. 10-12 and 13-20, have been adapted to the
prevailing conditions of the church of Mark's day. He finds
in V. 8a clue to the meaning of the Parable of the Sower.
He says that by this parable Jesus illustrates His belief that,
despite unresponsive hearers, the field is white unto harvest.
Taylor's hermeneutics is governed by historico-grammatical
exegesis. It is also p>artially influenced by his view that
the conditions of the early church have led to an adaptation
of Jesus ' words .
Nineham regards the present placing of the parable as
the work of Mark. He believes that the original context is
lost. Therefore, he says, it is difficult to say what the
parable originally taught. He, however, thinks that the two
fold interpretation (as given by Rawlinson) is possible. He
regards vs. 10-12 as a theological explanation created by the
early Church. He also regards vs. 13-20 as an early Christian
creation. As was pointed out earlier, Nineham's treatment of
4:1-20 appears to be a good example of the mixture of his
presuppositions, evaluation, and hermeneutics.
An observation may be in order at this point. The
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material in Mark 4:1-20 remains the same. Broadly speaking
all the three commentators approach it from the standpoint of
form criticism. Yet their interpretations and conclusions
differ. How to account for this? The answer to this question
will become clear in the following pages.
2) The Healing of the Man with
an Unclean Spirit
Rawlinson accepts this incident as authentic from the
standpoint of Mark. He does not comment on its context in
Mark. He understands this as a vivid picture of delusional
insanity. He thinks that both Jesus and Mark shared in the
beliefs of their times concerning the existence of demons.
He thinks that the purpose of Mark was to present Jesus as
the great Destroyer of demons. His exegesis reveals his use
of many of the traditional canons of exegesis referred to
above .
Taylor accepts the narrative of the incident of the
Gerasene Demoniac as giving an eye-v/itness account. He adopts
a psychological explanation of demon possession and explains
the panic of the swine as occasioned by the paroxysm of the
man's cure. He explains away 'legion.' He evaluates the
figure 2,000 as an exaggeration. He thinks that a belief in
demons was characteristic of the time of Jesus in which Jesus
also shared, but that today alternative explanations can be
given. His exegesis of this passage reveals his use of many
of the traditional canons of exegesis.
Nineham does not accept this narrative as recording
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an actual occurrence. Instead, the story is made up either
by Mark or someone else before him on the basis of Old Testa
ment prophecy, viz., Ps. 68:6. Mark included it in his
Gospel because of its juxtaposition to 4: 35-41 to show that
Jesus has overwhelming power over demons. He regards this as
a popular story told in the style of Jewish exorcisms.
Nineham's exegesis reveals his use of many of the traditional
canons of exegesis but his presuppositions and evaluation
clearly influence his exegesis of this passage even more.
A comparison of the exegeses of Rawlinson, Taylor, and
Nineham of Mark 5:1-20 leaves the impression that a commenta
tor's presuppositions often determine his approach to a given
passage .
3) The Feeding of the Five Thousand
Rawlinson accepts the actual occurrence of the miracle
of the feeding but interprets it symbolically. He says that
the early Church understood this as "typifying the heavenly
Food whereby in the desert of this world the faithful are
spiritually fed..."^^ He does not point out its significance
for Jesus or the disciples. He regards the two accounts of
the feeding in Mark (6:33-44 and 8:1-9) as versions of the
same event. His exegesis of this section is largely based
on the principle of interpreting Scripture by Scripture.
Taylor accepts the record of the feeding incident as
an eye-witness account. He believes that the original inci-
Rawlinson, Mark, p. 85.
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dent was non-miraculous and that a miraculous interpretation
had been superimposed before Mark was written. He regards it
as an eschatological sacrament. His exegesis of this feeding
incident is determined by his belief in what he calls "nature
miracles." He is convinced that "nature miracles" cannot
happen, and therefore he regards the miraculous element in
the feeding as being superimposed.
Nineham regards the feeding as a "nature miracle" but
attempts to show that the reported miracle could not have
happened the way Mark described it as having happened. He
suggests a series of interpretations for the feeding to show
what Jesus might have meant by this incident, how Mark seemed
to have understood it, and what meaning it had for the early
Church. On the whole, his approach to this incident may be
regarded as sceptical.
The way each of the commentators approaches the
incident of the Feeding of the Five Thousand deepens the
impression that their presuppositions determine their res
pective approaches.
4) The Confession of Peter and
Its Sequence
Rawlinson regards the materials included in 8:27-9�l
as going back to tradition, and their arrangement as being the
work of Mark. He accepts the sayings and event of this sec
tion as substantially historical and discerns the influence
of Mark's editorial work as they now stand in Mark. He
believes that Mark's purpose is due to expository rather than
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historical considerations. Rawlinson thinks that Mark lays
the stress not on Peter's confession but on the doctrine of
the cross. For Mark, the point of the story lies in viewing
the Messiahship of Jesus from the standpoint of the cross.
His exegesis of this passage reveals, in addition to the use
of several traditional hermeneutical principles, his specific
three principles: he seeks to uncover the primitive meaning
of the incident, he seeks to understand the meaning this had
for the Church of Mark's day, and he evaluates the material,
assigning it to tradition and its arrangement to Mark.
Taylor regards the section 8:27-9:1 as originating
from Jesus. He observes that the stress is not on Peter's
confession but on the character of Jesus' Messiahship as the
suffering Messiah. He regards Peter's confession as affirm
ing that in Jesus the hopes of Israel would be fulfilled. He
understands the injunction to secrecy in v. 30 as a counsel of
prudence in view of the possible political repercussion of
such a confession. Taylor's treatment of this section may be
described as traditional, that is, he follows many of the
principles of interpretation used since the Reformation.
Nineham regards this section as a Markan construction
out of separate items of tradition. He interprets this pass
age in the light of his theory that the messianic secret in
Mark is the creation of Mark himself. Accordingly he assigns
expressions such as "the elders and chief priests" (v. 31 )�
"take up his cross" (v. 34), "and the gospel's" (v. 35) to
the later formulation of the early Church. He is sceptical
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about the historical character of this passage.
It is obvious that each commentator differs from the
others in his treatment of this section in Mark. While
Rawlinson's approach differs from that of Taylor, his con
clusions seem to be in general agreement with those of the
latter. On the other hand, Nineham's treatment of this
section is radically different from those of Rawlinson and
Taylor. This seems to emphasize the impression referred to
above that each commentator's approach is determined by his
presuppositions .
5) The Transfiguration of Jesus
Rawlinson accepts the transfiguration incident as
historical. He holds that it had an evidential value for the
earliest Church because it witnessed to a direct supernatural
testimony to the truth of Jesus. He regards it as pointing
to a visionary experience on the part of the three disciples.
Interpreting it from the standpoint of modern psychology, he
does not accept it as an objective occurrence in the life of
the disciples but only as an expression of their subjective
experience. His exegesis of this section reveals the use of
many of the traditional canons of exegesis. In addition he
draws upon the insights of modern psychology to interpret this
incident .
Taylor accepts the transfiguration as historical and
seeks to interpret it in the light of its immediate context
in Mark. He acknowledges the presence of a real difficulty
in explaining what exactly happened upon the mount. But he
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is convinced that the result of what did happen was that
Peter's confession of 8:29 "was deepened and confirmed in an
incommunicable experience of prayer and religious insight. "^^
Taylor's exegesis of this passage is a clear example of his
use of the principle of historico-grammatical exegesis. The
use of other hermeneutical principles are also revealed.
Initially Nineham gives a traditional interpretation
of the transfiguration. He regards it "as a glimpse of Jesus
in that final state of Lordship and glory to which he would
17
eventually be exalted." ' This was vouchsafed to the three
disciples. His exegesis reveals the use of many of the tradi
tional canons of exegesis. But when he begins to evaluate
the passage it becomes increasingly difficult to understand
what he really means by his exegesis. For instance, he
rationalizes the reference to 'a high mountain.' He believes
that the expression 'after six days' (v- 2) was obscure even
to Mark.
A comparison of the hermeneutics of each of the commen
tators as revealed by their exegeses of this section shows
hardly any difference. For they all use many of the tradi
tional hermeneutical principles. But the differences in their
respective conclusions appear to indicate that they are the
results of the presuppositions with which each of them ap
proaches the passage.
^Taylor, Mark, p. 388.
''^Nineham, Mark, p. 234-
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6) The Markan Apocalypse
Rawlinson believes that the substance of much of Mark
13 may in one way or another go back to the historical mind of
the Lord. He critically examines the material and finds there
in evidence for positing the existence of several documents
or sources. He consistently insists that the passage as a
whole had contemporary relevance for the Christians in Rome
during the reign of Nero. According to Rawlinson, the purpose
of Mark 13 is to present Jesus as having foreseen in detail
and declared in advance to His disciples, in a conversation
He had with them before His Passion, the course of future
events, including the grievous troubles, calamities which were
to fall both upon the Church and upon the world. His exegesis
of Mark 13 reveals not only his specific three hermeneutical
principles but also his use of many of the traditional canons
of exegesis.
Taylor considers Mark 13 as "a compilation formed from
1 8
different groups of sayings." He accepts a substantial part
of the materials in Mark I3 as going back to Jesus, although
Mark has combined other materials with the genuine logia of
Jesus. He holds that the problem of Mark 13 still is how far
the tangled skein can be unravelled. He suggests his own re
construction of Mark 13 . He believes that much of Mark 13
has been interpreted and adapted to the conditions of Mark's
day. His exegesis of Mark 13 shows that he consistently
^^Taylor, op.cit. p. 515.
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applies traditioral canons of exegesis. But his evaluation of
the passage and his presuppositions do enter into and influ
ence his hermeneutics.
Nineham believes that Mark 13 is compiled out of
apocalyptic materials (e.g. Daniel) arid farewell discourses
(e.g., Gen. 48:21ff.). He regards it as the Marcan climax to
chapters 1-12 and as a clue to the understanding of the Passion
story in chapters 14-15. He thinks that Mark 13 has been
compiled out of a number of written and oral sources. Though
his exegesis of Mark 13 reveals the use of many of the
traditional canons of exegesis, his presuppositions and eva
luation of the materials in Mark 13 clearly influence his
exegesis .
A comparison of the exegeses of Mark 13 hy Rawlinson,
Taylor, and Nineham shows that Rawlinson and Taylor generally
agree in their approach to and interpretation of Mark 13. But
Nineham radically differs from both of them. This again
strengthens the deepening impression that it is the pre
suppositions of the commentators which largely determine their
approaches to and exegesis of a passage.
7) The Resurrection of Jesus
Rawlinson accepts the account of the empty tomb as
authentic. He says that Mark describes the annunciation of
the resurrection of Jesus to the women by the message of the
angel. He holds that Mark ended his gospel at l6:8. He
regards Mark 16:9-20 as secondary and later addition.
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Taylor regards Mark l6:l-8 as a Marcan construction
out of a piece of self-contained tradition which consisted of
little more than an early belief that the women had visited
the tomb and found it empty, and the part of the kerygma
which affirmed that Christ was buried and rose from the dead
on the third day. He characterizes this narrative as dramatic
and imaginative rather than historical. His hermeneutical
principles and presuppositions operate side by side in the
exegesis of this section.
Nineham regards Mark l6:l-8 as a Marcan construction
out of traditional material. He regards l6:8 as the intended
conclusion to the Gospel. He holds that "Mark clearly attests
belief in the bodily resurrection of Jesus, but probably did
not think that the experience of the women which he describes
. . . 19
was the original basis of that belief." Nineham's exegesis
of Mark l6:l-8 reveals the use of many of the traditional
canons of exegesis.
In the exegesis of Mark I61I-8, Rawlinson accepts the
passage as authentic and historical and interprets it as it
stands. Taylor has a different view of it. His treatment of
this section raises a suspicion in the mind of this writer
whether Taylor's views on "nature miracles" discussed earlier
colors his exegesis here. Of the seven sections examined,
this appears to be the only one which is accepted and inter
preted as it stands by Nineham with changes of a minor nature.
Nineham, op.cit. p. 448.
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Summary
The foregoing comparison of the hermeneutics of
Rawlinson, Taylor, and Nineham on the seven selected sections
from the second Gospel shows that all of them apply many of
the traditional canons of exegesis. It has also shown that
Rawlinson and Taylor are usually in general agreement with
each other. But Nineham radically differs from both of them.
It has been observed that they all apply more or less similar
hermeneutical principles. Yet there is a wide divergence in
their respective conclusions. This seems to indicate that
the divergences between and among them are the results of the
influence of their presuppositions upon their interpretations.
It has also been observed that all three commentators
approach the second Gospel from the standpoint of form criti
cism. They have attempted to get behind the materials in Mark
to the sources which underlie them. Yet Rawlinson and Taylor
find a substantial amount of historical material in Mark, or
at least in the tradition(s) which Mark followed while Nineham
appears very sceptical about the presence of historical ma
terials .
Chapter 6
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
In this final chapter of the thesis a summary of the
hermeneutics of each of the three commentators will be made
and a few concluding remarks will be indicated.
Summary of Rawlinson*^ Hermeneutics
Rawlinson's hermeneutics consists of (l) the imcover-
ing of the primitive meaning of a given passage in Mark, (2)
the simultaneous discovery of its bearing for the contemporary
Church in Rome, and (3) a critical appraisal of the literary
structure of Mark as it now stands with a view to arriving at
the background underlying each passage. These principles were
explicitly stated by the commentator in his introduction and
their application to the second Gospel was noted in the anal
ysis of his hermeneutics.
His exegesis also reveals the use of many of the
traditional canons of exegesis. It was observed that his
introduction shows an awareness of the importance of the
historical background of the Gospel. His use of the benefits
of textual criticism, his occasional use of the significance
of a given term or phrase in Greek, his awareness of the
contextual and structural aspects of a given passage, his
sympathetic and imaginative identification with the mind of
Mark, his awareness and use of the history of interpretation.
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his constant reference to and use of other Scripture passages
and his discussion of relevant theological points have all
"been noted and examples for them cited in the analysis.
It was indicated that Rawlinson's hermeneutics may be
described as largely traditional except that he makes a definite
attempt to go behind the Gospel materials to determine their
sources. It was observed that his was the first bold attempt
to indicate the significance of the conclusions of form criti
cism in their bearing on the exegesis of the Gospel according
to St. Mark.
Summary of Taylor's Hermeneutics
It has been pointed out that Taylor's hermeneutics is
constantly influenced by the use of the presuppositions and
conclusions of the method of form criticism. He accepts much
of the Marcan materials examined as substantially historical
as well as religious writings.
Taylor's use of the Greek testament, his use of textual
criticism, his constant references to patristic writings, his
awareness of the importance of the context and structure of a
given passage, his use of philology and grammar, his repeated
reference to and use of other relevant biblical passages, his
awareness of and use of other interpreters' views in their
bearing upon the passage he is interpreting and his use of the
principle of theological exegesis are all indicated in the
analysis of Taylor's hermeneutics made above.
Taylor's hermeneutics may also be described as largely
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traditional except that he vigorously applies the presupposi
tions and conclusions of the method of form criticism to the
materials he interprets. It has been noted that his commen
tary has paid careful attention to the historical value of the
second Gospel in the light of form criticism.
Summary of Nineham's Hermeneutics
Nineham's hermeneutics consists of the following
principles :
He has used "the aid of all the historical and criti-
cal enlightenment"^ to grasp the meaning of the second Gospel
seen as a spiritual message addressed to the Church for which
it was originally written;
He has sought to enter imaginatively and sympatheti
cally into the world and intentions of St. Mark;
He has applied his assumptions concerning the origins,
character, and purposes of the second Gospel to his exegesis;
He has also used several of the traditional canons of
exegesis: the use of the fruits of textual criticism, the use
of the principle of historico-grammatical exegesis, the use of
the principle of interpreting Scripture by Scripture, the use
of the principle of theological exegesis, and the use of the
history of interpretation were all indicated and examples
cited in the analysis of his hermeneutics.
Thus Nineham's hermeneutics may also be described as
largely traditional. However, using the presuppositions and
conclusions of the method of form criticism, he arrives at
Nineham, Mark, p. 52.
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largely negative conclusions about the historical trustworthi
ness of the Marcan materials.
Conclusions
The preceding chapter has shown that all the three
commentators apply many of the traditional canons of exegesis.
It has also shown that while Rawlinson and Taylor generally
agree on many matters Nineham radically differs from them
both. It was observed that although all of them apply more or
less similar principles of interpretation there is a wide
divergence in their conclusions. This, as has been indicated,
may be due to the influence of their presuppositions upon
their exegeses ,
It was also observed that although all of them
approach the second Gospel from the standpoint of form criti
cism Rawlinson and Taylor find a substantial amount of histori
cal materials in Mark while Nineham appears very sceptical
about the presence of such materials.
Anthony Hanson, in the article referred to earlier in
this thesis, writes:
The gravamen of our critique of Nineham's treatment of
the Synoptic narrative is this: he works on the unconscious
assumption that anything in those narratives which looks �
like historical detail must be explained on other grounds.
He concludes:
I believe that, if his (Nineham's) assumptions and
methods are justified, then we must confess that we know
very little indeed about Jesus of Nazareth and we had
better give up the^claim that Christianity is a religion
rooted in history--^
Hanson, Vindications, p. 90. -^Ibid., p. 102.
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In a recent book, The Use And Abuse of the Bible.
Nineham argues for the abandonment of the historical character
of biblical revelation. The following quotations appear to be
typical:
The plain fact is that no picture of the historical
Jesus has yet emerged � or ever seems likely to � which
comes anywhere near commanding universal, or even general
agreement.
...that any attempt to reconstruct the events of Jesus'
life, death and resurrection with sufficient accuracy and
detail to make them the direct object of contemporary faith
is doomed to failure.
On this view (Nineham's) we should be free in fact to
see the Bible as a kaleidoscope of writings, traditions,
and fragments which are often rather artificially stitched
together, the products of prophets, poets, visionaries,
wise men, historians, liturgists, theologians and many
others, and reflecting, at first or second hand, some vivid
experience of life usually though not always, life touched
by the hand of God.
Elsewhere Nineham observes that his approach to the
second Gospel would demand that
...the inspiration of the Bible � however exactly it
is to be defined � did not exempt the Gospel writers and
those from whom they derived their material from being
fully men of their own time and cultural outlook... 5
In contrast, the conclusions of Rawlinson and Taylor
on the historical character of much of the materials in Mark
in the light of their application of the methods and conclu
sions of form criticism are positive.
The writer of this thesis concurs with the statement
of Rawlinson when he writes:
Denis Nineham, The Use And Abuse of the Bible (London:
Macmillan Press, 1976), pp. 165, l68 and 193*
%ineham, Mark, p. 4-9.
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No form of Christianity which denies the affirmation
made in A.D. 325 at Nicaea, viz.: that the historical
person, Jesus of Nazareth, is in His essential being
eternally one with the Eternal Father, has any future
before it.�
He also concurs with Taylor's statement that
without this Gospel, which is not only invaluable in
itself, but is also one of the most important sources upon
which all the Gospels depend, it is impossible to account
for the history of primitive Christianity; for it sets at
the centre the personality of Jesus Himself and His re
demptive work for men. 7
This study as a whole seems to compel the conclusion
that it is usually not one's hermeneutical principles, the
application of which leads to divergent views and negative
conclusions, it is always the presuppositions with which one
approaches a given Gospel passage which result in such. But
to go into the area of presuppositions is beyond the scope of
this study.
See chapter 2, p. 10.
Taylor, Mark, p. 149-
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